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PREFACE 



This report documents a first effort to evaluate training programs 
developed earlier in this project. The results of this research provide 
evidence that beliefs and behaviors of company commanders can be changed with 
the present programs. These findings are impressive; however, they are still 
considered quite conservative estimates of the potential contained in the 
training approaches. This is because the research was conducted under condi- 
tions of training and measurement that limited the manifestation of more 
pronounced effects. Moreover, the significance of even small measures of 
success in this area should not be underestimated. A change in the perform- 
ance of only one behavior (e.g., asking other company commanders for help 
with their companies) may influence considerable aspects of the daily activi- 
ties of a company commander. 

The particular beliefs and behaviors addressed as well as the training 
procedures employed in this research were determined by previous research per- 
formed under this project. This prior work suggested that discrepancies be- 
tween the policies of an organization (the Recruit Training Command in this 
case) and its practices might be reduced by computer programs that increase 
knowledge and appreciation of the policies. Policy makers benefit from this 
technology because it helps render their desires more acceptable to others. 
The people for whom the policies are intended also benefit because the train- 
ing enables them to achieve greater harmony with their work environment. 
These processes of conmunicating and comprehending the details by which an 
organization operates involve some of the most fundamental and frustrating 
tasks facing the membership of an organization. The present technology can 
reduce some of this frustration. Future efforts will be aimed at remedying 
some of the limitations discovered in the present study to make the training 
maximally appropriate for use at Recruit Training Commands. 

This work is sponsored by the" Navy Personnel Research and Development 
Center under Project 43-03 P03A for evaluating PLATO IV technology. Apprecia- 
tion is expressed to personnel at the Recruit Training Command, San Diego, who 
in many ways made this effort possible. 



ARTHUR S. BLAIWES 
Project Psychologist 
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SUHWARY 

The effectiveness of utilizing the PLATO IV system for behavioral change 
training was tested within the framework of a field experiment. Thirty-eight 
company conunanders (CC) , matched on the basis of their company commander 
schooling performance, were randomly assigned to either the experimental 
(received PLATO training) or the control (no training) group. The results 
indicated that PLATO was a highly effective device for behavioral intention 
changes . 

Also included within the study were self-report measures of the company 
commanders' behaviors and recruits' perception of their company commanders' 
behaviors. These measures were an attempt to assess possible training effects 
in the actual job setting. Three aspects of the study may have affected. these 
behavioral measures: (1) feedback presented during the PLATO training was 
limited to a small number of CC's for any one behavioral item, (2) the self- 
report measures were taken at the end of the nine week training period and 
during this period, members of the experimental and control groups freely 
interacted with one another as well as with other training personnel (e.g., 
regimental officers and more experienced CC's in their training groups), and 
(3) the recruit perception measures were taken on the 2-5 day of training 
(i e. during primary training) and some of the behaviors being asked about 
would not occur until later in the training schedule (i.e., during the advanced 
training phase). Despite these problems, the CC's intentions were found to be 
significantly related to their self-reported behaviors and the recruits percep- 
tions of their behaviors. Moreover, the self-reports were significantly related 
to the recruit perceptions. Thus, the changes in intentions produced by PLATO 
training were reflected in behavior. Of equal importance, the changes in inten- 
tions were found to persist over time. It is thus concluded that the PLATO 
system is an effective device for behavior change training and its further use 
is recommended. 

Unfortunately, these behavioral differences between experimental and con- 
trol CC's did not seem to affect such things as the CC's attitudes toward 
various aspects, of the Navy, their satisfaction with their jobs, or the morale 
or performance of their companies. Although disappointing, these findings were 
not unexpected. Although PLATO training can effectively change CC behavior, 
the effect of such changes on other criteria is an empirical question that 
must be studied independently. 
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SECTION I 



INTRODUCTION 



The concept of behavioral change training is an intriguing organiza- 
tional endeavor. There are many alternative procedures that could be 
employed for a behavioral change training program; this report will discuss 
the utilization of a computer based instructional system, PLATO IV. PLATO 
is an acronym for Programmed Logic for Automatic Teaching Operations , a sys- 
tem developed at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, 

Specifically, this report will discuss the field experimental test of 
PLATO materials developed by the investigators during the previous contract 
year^j^ 1973 - 1974, As indicated in our previous report (Cohen and Fishbein, 
1975), specific behaviors of company commanders (CC) at Recruit Training 
Command (RTC), San Diego, California, were identified by observational and 
interview procedures. A subset of these behaviors were then selected by the 
Command staff as being important behaviors for CC's in the performance of 
their duties. 

Consistent with Fishbein's (1973^ theoretical approach to the attitude- 
behavior relationship, we found that the behavioral intentions for these be- 
haviors were not predictable from traditional attitude, satisfaction, or 
morale scores, but v/ere predictable from attitudes toward performing the be- 
haviors and/or normative beliefs concerning th^ behaviors. Based on these 
findings, a PLATO program was developed to (a) assess an individual's behavioral 
intention to perform each of the chosen behaviors and (b) provide training on 
those behaviors where the CC reported a behavioral intention that was discre- 
pant from Command expectations. The main purpose of this program was to change 
CC's intentions and thus, consequently the corresponding behaviors. 

A second program was also written at this time. This program was concerned 
with providing CC's with information about the criteria that are used to evaluate 
CC performance. More specifically, the program was designed to inform CC's of 
the relative importance of each criterion used within the evaluation process. 
The present study tests the effectiveness of these two PLATO IV programs. 



SUBJECTS. Thirty-nine individuals who had just completed their training 
at company commander school were contacted about participating in the study. 



Cohen, J. L. and Fishbein, M. Development and research utilizing the PLATO IV 
system for company commander behavioral change training. Naval Training Equip- 
ment Center, August, 1975 (Report No. NAVTRAEQUIPCEN 73-C-0129-1) 

Fishbein, M. The prediction of behaviors from attitudinal variables. In K. K. 
Sereno and C. D. Mbrtensen (Eds.), Advances in Communication Research . New York: 
Harper and Row, 1973. See also Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. Belief, attitude , 
int ention and behavior; An introduction to theory and research . Boston: 
Addison-Wesley, 1975. 



SECTION II 



METHOD 
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The investigator fully explained the purpose and procedures of the study and 
asked each individual to give his consent for participation. Only one individual 
refused to participate and was released from any further obligations. The 38 
individuals who agreed to take part in the study were from three different 
graduating classes at the school. Within each class, individuals were matched 
on their class standing and then randomly assigned to either the control (N=19) 
or to the experimental (N=19) group; 

PROCEDURE. Upon graduation from company commander school, the indivi- 
duals observed or "shadowed" a company in the field for approximately two 
weeks. All 38 individuals were contacted at the end of their "shadow" period 
for their initial participation in the study. All members of each of the three 
graduating classes met with the investigator (as a group) in a morning session. 
At this session, the procedures of the entire study were explained and any 
questions were answered. The group of CC's then were administered the pretest 
questionnaire. Half of the individuals (assigned to either the control or 
experimental group) were then instructed to proceed to the facility housing 
the PLATO terminals. The remaining individuals were instructed to meet at the 
PLATO facilities two hours later. This splitting of the entire class into two 
groups was necessitated because of the limited number of terminals available 
to RTC (8 terminals maximum at a time) and this explanation was readily accepted 
by the individual CC's. The two groups were unaware that individuals had been 
randomly assigned to either the control or experimental groups and no mention 
was made that the two groups would undergo differential training. 

Both groups, the experimental and the control group, interacted with the 
PLATO system for approximately the same amount of time and viewed the same type 
of materials. The only difference between the two groups was in terms of the 
information presented in interacting with PLATO; the experimental group received 
appropriate training feedback depending upon their responses to the programs. 
The control group merely responded to the programmed questions; thus, they re- 
ceived no training feedback in their interaction with the PLATO system. 

Each individual was then assigned to his first company according to the 
recommendation of the pick-up order from the company commander school and the 
needs of RTC. Only 27 of the CC's were assigned companies during the time period 
we had allotted for data collection. All 27 picked up their first companies 
within one month of their PLATO training. Of the 11 CC's who were not assigned 
to a company during our data gathering period, ten were second class petty offi- 
cers and the other individual was hospitalized and was unable to assume his duty. 
These second class petty officers were assigned as assistant CC's to a company 
and after completing this assignment were then assigned to their own company. 
Because of this extra assignment, these individuals were not assigned their own 
company until three months after their PLATO training and subsequently too late 
to be included in the field data collection phase of the study. 

During the nine week period of leading a company, we collected data on the 
performance of each of the 27 companies led by these CC's. We also planned on 
administering a questionnaire to the entire company (i.e., the recruits) at the 
end of primary training (the 2-5 day) and at the end of advanced training (5-2 
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day). Due to administrative difficulties beyond our control, we were only able 
to collect recruit data from 20 of the 27 companies on the 2-5 day.^ 

At the completion of leading the first company (nine weeks), the CC^s 
were asked to respond to a final questionnaire. This questionnaire was ad- 
ministered by the staff at the company commander school; the individual CC was 
handed the questionnaire with a cover letter, instructions, and an addressed 
stamped envelope. After completing the questionnaire, the CC put the question- 
naire into the envelope and sealed it himself, thus insuring confidentiality 
of responses. Of the 27 CC's who led companies, 24 returned the final question- 
naire. Two second class petty officer CC's also returned this final question- 
naire increasing the sample to 26 for analyses purposes. 

Because of the time delays and administrative difficulties encountered, 
the sample sizes for the data analyses change according to the analysis being 
performed. To recapitulate, there were 38 individuals (19 experimental and 19 
control) available for the pretest questionnaire data and for the PLATO train-- 
ing analyses. Twenty-seven individuals (13 experimental and 14 control) have 
company performance data and twenty companies (9 experimental and 11 control) 
have recruit questionnaire data available for analysis purposes. For the final 
questionnaire after completion of the first company, we have data for 26 indi- 
viduals (12 experimental and 14 control). Complete sets of data (i.e., pretest, 
PLATO, company performance, recruit, responses, and final questionnaire) are 
available for 17 individuals O experimental and 10 control). 



MAT£RIAI£ 

PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE. This questionnaire was similar to the one developed 
in the previous year of our work. The questionnaire was comprised of four sec- 
tions: (1) demographic information; (2) general traditional attitude measures 
toward (a) Being a company commander, (b) Trying to brigade, (c) Pushing a com- 
pany, (d) Today *s navy, and (e) New recruits; (3) attitudes toward performing 40 
specific behaviors (only 32 of^these behaviors were used in the actual PI4T0 
training); and (4) normative beliefs about "most other respected company com- 
manders". This questionnaire is included as appendix A. 

FEEDER EVALUATIONS, For each assignment at RTC, the individual CC is eval- 
uated by his supervisor. For the individuals within the study, we have feeder 
evaluations obtained upon (1) graduating from company commander school, (2) the 
completion of the company *s primary training (Regiment 1), and (3) the completion 
of the compaay^s advanced training (Regiment 2). These evaluation forms are 
input for the individual's yearly evaluation report at RTC. (See appendix B). 

COMPANY PERFORMANCE DATA* Data on a variety of organizational criteria 
used at RTC San Diego were obtained from the Military Evaluation Division (MED). 



Needless to say, part of the problem was due to the distance separating the 
investigators from the RTC base. Since the CC*s picked up their first com- 
panies at different points in time, it was neither practical nor possible for 
us to administer the recruit questionnaire ourselves. Although we had made 
arrangements to have the questionnaires administered for us, and although we 
were informed that data collection was progressing satisfactorily, we were only 
told after it was too late to do anything, that we did not have complete data 
from the 2-5 day and that the data from the 5-2 day were "lost". 
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These scores include an overall performance rating as well as day-by-day 
and week-by-week scores for (a) personnel inspection (PI), (b) morning 
barrack inspection (MBI), (c) locker inspection (liCR) , (d) individual 
recruit evaluations (IRE), (e) infantry, (f) academics, (g) streetjnarks , 
(h) rifle marksmanship, and (i) competitive sports. Additional organizational 
data referring to company performance (e.g., company GCT scores, convening 
company size, departing company size, and changes in company roster) were 
also obtained. 

RECRUIT PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE. A short questionnaire was designed 
to assess the recruits' perceptions of their training and their company com- 
mander. This questionnaire was administered to the entire company at the 
beginning of the Human Goals class on the 2-5 day of training. The instruc- 
tions indicated that the responses were to be anonymous and that the results 
would not affect the company's ratings or the ratings of their company com- 
mander. The questionnaire itself was composed of five parts: (1) company 
and personal information, (2) feelings about the company and morale, (3) per- 
ception of whether their CC performed or did not perform each of the 32 be- 
haviors included in the PLATO training, (4) attributes of their company comman- 
der, and (5) pictorial scales of feelings about the company and morale. This 
questionnaire can be found in appendix C. 

FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE. The final questionnaire was designed to overlap 
with the pretest questionnaire and also included some additional items. The 
additional items were: (a) a pictorial scale of satisfaction with job as CC, 
(b) self-report of performance or nonperformance of each of the 32 specific 
behaviors during training of their first company, (c) behavioral intentions to 
perform each of the 32 behaviors while leading their next company, (d) norma- 
tive beliefs concerning the Military Training Officer (NTTO), and (3) questions 
concerning recruit training philosophy and job satisfaction (appendix D). 

PLATO PROGRAMS. The main training program was concerned with training 
company commanders to hold "correct" behavioral intentions with respect to a 
variety of behaviors that are used in recruit training. More specifically, 
32 behaviors that may occur during recruit training were identified ^ These 
behaviors were selected because (1) previous research found wide variations 
among CC's in terms of performance and (2) they were judged to be important 
by the RTC staff. Briefly, the program first assesses the CC's intention to 
perform (or not to perform) each of the 32 behaviors. His intentions are then 
compared with the "correct" set of intentions, (i.e., the behavioral expecta- 
tions of the RTC staff, see table 3). Thus, the program identifies those in- 
tentions of the CC that are discrepant with RTC's behavioral expectations. Be- 
havior change training is then provided for each discrepant or "incorrect" 
intention. 

Consistent with Fishbein.'s (1973, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975^ theoretical 
approach, the program attempts to change intentions by changing the CC's 
attitude toward performing the behavior and his normative beliefs about 



See footnote 2. 
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perlorining the behavior. More specifically, the program first asks the indi- 
vidual to identify his five most important goals as a CC. He is then asked 
to consider each of his discrepant intentions in terms of these goals. That 
is, he is asked to indicate whether carrying through the intention would lead 
to (or block) the attainment of each of the five chosen goals. Since he is 
only asked to do this for "incorrect" intentions, it is hoped he will see 
that performing this behavior will not lead to most of his goals. The rela- 
tions between his intention and goals are pointed out to him and he is asked 
to reconsider his intention in the light of this new information. He is then 
asked to indicate whether the MTO thinks he should (or should not) perform the 
behavior in question. He is told whether his perception is correct or incorrect 
and then asked to reconsider whether performing the behavior would lead to his 
goals, given these expectations of the MTO. 

Thus, for each discrepant intention, the program not only provides infor- 
mation about the expectations of a relevant other (normative belief), but it 
also encourages the CC to think about the consequences of performing the be- 
havior in relation to the attainment of his goals. Since these beliefs about 
performing the behavior determine the attitude toward performing the behavior, 
making these beliefs salient or changing them in an appropriate direction should 
change the attitude. According to Fishbein's theory, making the CC aware of 
the expectations of the MTO and of the negative consequences of carrying out 
his "incorrect" intentions should change the CC's intention in the direction 
specified by the RTC staff. 

After this procedure is completed for each discrepant intention, the 
individual is asked to consider his set of intentions in conjunction with the 
stated mission of RTC. A copy of the mission is presented on the screen for 
the CC to review. The entire set of 32 behaviors is then presented again for 
a reassessment of the behavioral intentions. This reassessment serves as the 
criterion to identify change in behavioral intentions , and it thus provides 
a test of the effectiveness of this type of program for behavioral change train- 
ing (samples from the behavioral intentions program are contained in appendix E). 

The second program was also utilized in this training period. As mentioned 
above this program was concerned with the criteria used in evaluating the over- 
all performance of a company commander. More specifically, on the basis of 
work conducted during our previous contract year, six criteria used to evaluate 
CC's were identified. These six criteria (i.e., handling setbacks, standings 
in competition, cooperating with those in chain of command, company's conduct 
after competitive period, showing interest in recruits, and pushing a balanced 
company) were then u?ed to generate company commander profiles. That is, a CC 
was described as being outstanding, above average, average, below average or 
very poor on each of the six criteria. Within this program, CC's are first asked 
to rank the six criteria in terms of their perceived importance. They were then 
presented a series of 40 profiles and asked to evaluate the overall performance 
of the individual described by each of the profiles. Of the 40 such profiles 
presented, the first 10 and the last 10 profiles were exactly the same. This 
allowed us to assess the reliability of the user's judgments. At the end of 
all 40 profiles, the individual was presented feedback on how he used each of 
the six criteria (i.e., how much weight he actually placed on each criterion) 
and compared these weights with his initial rankings of importance. He was also 
given information concerning the reliability of his judgments, in addition, 
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information about the way in which the MTO and the head of the company comman- 
der school used the same criteria (i.e., he was shown the weights obtained by 
the MTO and the head of CC school) was presented. After the feedback informa- 
tion was presented, the individual was then instructed to rolo play the MTO 
in making judgments for 30 additional profiles, in this manner the individual 
not only learned about the MTO's judgment process but now had to simulate it 
himself. The purpose of this program was to acquaint the individual CC with 
relevant information on how he is evaluated in the field by his supervisors 
(see appendix F for a sample profile). 

Both of these PLATO programs utilized the unique capabilities of a com- 
puter system in that complex branching and data manipulation were performed 
on-line in an interactive manner with the individual user. 

The experimental group viewed the behavioral intention program first 
going through the procedures described above (i.e., behavioral intention assess- 
ment, appropriate feedback, and reassessment of intentions). The program deal- 
ing with the profile judgments was presented as a second task. Here again 
the experimental group completed the entire program with the appropriate feed- 
back presented (i.e., 40 profile judgments, feedback and information of MTO's 
judgments, and role playing the MTO for 30 judgments). 

The control group performed the same two tasks, the only difference being 
the Withholding of the feedback within each program. Control individuals first 
indicated their behavioral intentions. As an interpolated task, they next per- 
formed only the role playing phase of the profile judgments program. Finally 
their behavioral intentions were reassessed. Thus, both groups performed the 
same type of tasks within the same time periods with the only difference being 
that the experimental group was given feedback during their interaction with 
the PLATO system. 



SECTION III 
liESULTS 

The reporting of the analyses and results will follow the experimental 
procedures outlined in the pre^fious section. It should be recalled that the 
PLATO programs to be tested were written on the basis of our earlier work in- 
vestigating the attitude-behavior relationship. We revalidated the adequacy 
of such an approach on the sample of individuals participating in the study and 
found that these behavioral intentions could be predicted from the attitude 
toward performing the behavior and/or the noimative beliefs concerning the be- 
havior. The average multiple correlation of predicting behavioral intentions 
from the attitude toward performing the behavior and the normative beliefs 
assessed on the pretest questionnaire was +.62. Thus, the theoretical model 
used to guide the construction of the PLATO program for behavioral intentions 
was also supported with this new sample of individuals. 

PRETRAINING JffiASURES 

PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE. The control group and experimental group were 
compared on each section of the pretest questionnaire measures. Sirne all 
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individuals had undergone the same training and were randomly assigned to 
one of the groups, no differences were expected for these comparisons. 

As can be seen in the following table, the two groups did not differ sig- 
nificantly on selected demographic measures. 

V • ■ 

TABLE 1. MEAN RESPONSE FOR DEMOGRAPHIC MEASURES 



Item 


Experimental 


Control 


t- Value 


Age (in years) 


29.84 


31.57 


1.019 


Years in Navy 


11.52 


12.78 


0.723 


a 

Education level 


3.42 


3.05 


1.341 


Marital status 


2.05 


1.89 


0.793 



Response alternatives were l=grairanar school, 2=some high school, 3=high school 
graduate, 4=junior college graduate, 5=:some college, and 6=coilege graduate 

^Response alternatives were l=never married, 2=presently married, 3=divorced 
not remarried, 4=legally separated, and 5=widower 



The experimental and control groups did not differ significantly on any of 
the traditional measures of attitude (see table 2), on any of the attitude^, 
toward performing the 40 behaviors listed in the questionnaire (see appendix G) , 
or on any of the normative beliefs about the expectations of other company com- 
manders (see a^pepdix H). 



TABLE 2. MEAN SUMMATED RESPONSES FOR THE 
TRADITIONAL ATTITUD^^ MEASURES 



Attitude Object 


Experimental 


Control 


t-Value 


Being a company commander 


43.95 


45.26 


0.67 


Trying to brigade 


42.21 


41.37 


0.40 


Pushing a company 


42.37 


42.J.1 


0.12 


Today's Navy 


40.68 


39.37 


0.40 


New recruits 


36.95 


39.10 


1.16 



Note: These mean values are based on the sum of the 8 subscale values (1^-7) 
for each attitude object where the higher the value the more positive the 
evaluation. All t-tests are two-tailed with 36-degrees of freedom. 

9 

ERIC 12 



NAVTRAEQUIPCEN 74-C-0095-1 



FEEDER EVALUATIONS. At the completion of company commander training 
school, each individual was evaluated by his instructors on the 20 categories 
listed on the feeder evaluation form. For each category, the experimental 
and control groups were compared with t-tests. Of the 20 comparisons only 
one significant difference was found; this was for the category of personal 
appearance (t=2.35, df=36, p<.05). The mean for the experimental group was 
8.31 and the mean for the control group was 9.15. The mean values for all 
20 categories are presented in appendix I. 

Each individual was also graded on examinations, homework, and class 
performance during their training at CC school. The overall grade point 
average (GPA) for the six-week training period was also compared for the 
two groups. As expected, no significant difference for the GPA comparison 
was found. The GPA means were 85.52 and 86.16, respectively, for the experi- 
mental and control groups. 

PLATO INTENTION ASSESSMENT. These data are concerned with the behavioral 
intentions assessed on the PLATO system before the initiation of any training. 
Of the 32 behavioral intentions, there was only one intention on which the 
experimental and control groups differed significantly; this intention was to 
"punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose points in personal inspection 
(item number 12). The experimental group was significantly less likely to in- 
tend to perform this behavior than the control group. Table 3 presents the 
means for each group for each of the 32 behaviors. This analysis again demon- 
strated the equivalence of the experimental and control groups before the 
initiation of the training phase. 

It is also important to point out that there was no significant difference 
between the two groups for the comparison of the number of discrepant inten- 
tions at this time. No differences were found in analyzing the total number 
of discrepant intentions (including those intentions for which the individual 
responded with a neutral response indicating uncertainty in either intending 
or not intending to perform the behavior); the experimental group had a mean 
number of discrepant responses of 10.79 while the control group had a mean * 
of 11.37. If neutral responses are not included in the comparison of dis- 
crepant intentions, then the experimental mean number was 4.79 and the control 
mean was 4,95. 

Not only was there no difference in the mean number, of discrepant inten- 
tions for the two groups, but no difference was found for the number of discre- 
pancies as a function of the behaviors. Table 4 presents the number of discre- 
pant intentions for each group for each behavior. As can be seen in this table, 
the two groups are extremely similar in the number of discrepancies for each 
behavior. This would be expected considering that all individuals had under- 
gone similar training at company commander school. 

To summarize, there were no significant differences found between the 
experimental and control groups on a variety of pretraining measures. 

PLATO TRAINING MEASURES 

The following set of results is concerned with various measures assessed 
at the completion of the PLATO training. It should be recalled that the 
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TABLE 3. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t VALUES ^FOR INITIAL 
PLATO BEiUVlORAL INTENTION ASSESSMENT liY GKOL'P 



Exp 



Control 



X SD 


X SD 


1. Ask other company commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


3.58 


1.30 


3.74 


.99 


2. Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


4.11 


1.15 


4.16 


.69 


3. Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


4.16 


1.26 


3.74 


.99 


4. Pre check lockers prior to an inspection. 


3.84 


1.01 


4.16 


1.01 


5. Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
^ IG lessons . 


4.21 


.71 


4.37 


.83 


6. Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


1.21 


.53 


1.21 


.53 


7m Ask another con-tpaay coirjnander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


4.68 


.48 
.61 


4.68 
4.47 


.48 
.61 


8* Give out demerits as a form of discipline. 


4.47 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


4.74 


.45 


4.53 


.69 


10. Use ^'Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


2.32 


1.16 


2.37 


1.21 


11. Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


3.89 


1.19 


3.47 


1.43 


12. Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


1.79 


1.18 


2.63 


1.30 


13» Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


1,47 ' 


.90 


1.74 


1.33 


14. Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


1.47 


.96 


2.11 


1.24 


15. Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


1.89 


1.05 


1.89 


1.41 



.42 
.17 

1.15 
.96 

.63 

0.0 

0.0 
Q.O 

1.10 
.13 
.98 

2.08* 
.71 

1.75 

0.0 



Note; Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior 
should not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be 
performed. 
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TABLE 3, MF:ANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t VALUES FOIi INITIAL 
PLATO BEHAVIOIl\L INTENTION ASSESSMENT DY GHOUP (contj 



Exp 

X SD 


Cont rol 


t 


16. 


Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


1.26 


.65 


1.21 


• 54 


.27 


17. 


Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 




1 .07 


1 .95 


1.03 


1.69 


18. 


Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


3.26 


1.05 


3.58 


.77 


1.06 


19. 


Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


3.53 


1,07 


3,42 


1,07 


• 30 


20. 


Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week« 


O OA 


1 .07 


2 .79 


.92 


.16 


21. 


Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 


2.42 


1.39 


2.68 


1.20 


.62 


22. 


Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


4.00 


1.29 


3.79 


.92 


• 58 


23. 


Allow my EPO to handle most questions 
after Tv classes. 


3. 16 


1 .01 




X . yJp 


• 31 


24. 


Punish my whole company when 3 recruits 
lose points in locker inspection. 


2.05 


1 27 




1 n7 

X . U r 


1^38 


25. 


Automatically select a setback as my RCPO. 


1.53 


• 84 


1.58 


mil 


.20 


26. 


Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


4.68 


.48 


4.47 


.69 


1.08 


i7. 


Discipline individual recruits In private. 


3.16 


1.17 


3c05 


1.13 


.28 


28. 


» 

Have more than two' EPOs In one company. 


3.95 


1.08 


3.63 


1.26 


.83 


29. 


Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


4.05 


1.03 


4.26 


• 87 


.68 


30. 


Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


1.68 


1.00 


1.84 


1^01 


.48 


31. 


Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company . 


3.21 


.92 


3.37 


1.12 


.47 


32. 


Learn the last name of every member of my 
company. 


4.26 


• 87 


4,21 


• 85 


• 18 



P<.05 



Note; Scale scored Indefinitely false, 3ssneither true nor false, and 5=definitely 
true for Intending to perform behavior 
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TABLE 4. *VUMDEU OF DISCHKPAOT INTENTIONS VOli 
INITIAL PLATO ASSESSMENT BY GROUPS 



. Control Exper Total 



1. 


Ask other company commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


6 




7 


' 


1 


2. 


Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority* 


3 




4 




7 


3. 


Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade 


6 




3 




9 


4. 


Preeheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


3 




6 




9 


5. 


Try to be ahead of schedule in. teaching 

IG lessons* * * 


18 




18 




36 


I.' 


Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
flmnn^ themselves. 


1 




1 




2 


T. 


Ask another company conmandv'^r to inspect 
jny company during primary training* 


0 




0 


• 


0 


S. 


Give out UCuiCV j. to -mi- 4^ liixui ij£ uio wl « 


1 




1 




2 


9. 


To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 

Att.ph setback 


2 




0 




2 


10. 


Use "Marching through Georgia*' as a form of 

d4 Qpi nl i ne 

UX 3 ^ X ^X X II C7 • 


9 




10 




19 


11. 


Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


9 




7 




16 


12. 


Punish my whole co'mpany when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


11 




5 




16 


13. 


Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


4 




4 




8 


14. 


Tell my recruits that I don*t believe in 
••setting back." 


7 




4 




11 


IS. 


Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


6 




7 




13 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior 



should not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLK 4. XL^^^5EU OF DISCREPANT INTENTIONS FOR 
INITIAL PL.AUO ASSKSSMKCT BY GUOLPS (cont,) 



Control Em per Total 



16. 


Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
physical training (such as push-ups) as a 

^ntTn n'f rii «;C"i nli iiG 


1 




2 




3 


17. 


Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority « 


7 




11 




18 


18. 


Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


7 




11 




18 


19. 


Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


8 




8 




16 


20. 


Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


13 




12 




25 


21. 


Allow my company to use ''cheating gear." 


11 




9 




20 


22. 


Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


8 




3 




11 


23. 


Allow my £P0 to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 


11 




14 




25 


24. 


Punish my whole company when 3 recruits 
lose points in locker inspection. 


10 




7 




17 


25. 


Automatically select a setback as my HCPO. 


3 




4 




7 


26. 


Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


2 




1 




3 


27. 


Discipline individual recruits in private. 


13 




12 




25 


28. 


Have more than two' £POs in one canpany. 


8 




7 




15 


29. 


Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


3 




4 




7 


30. 


Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


4 




5 




9 


31. 


Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company . 


17 




16 




33 


32. 


Learn the last name of every member of my 
company . 


3 




3 




6 
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experimental group received feedback during their training while the control 
group received none. 

EB^'ECTIVENESS OF BEHAVIORAL INTENTIONS PROGRAM. As indicated above, 
prior to the PLATO experience, experimental and control company commanders 
did not differ in the number of correct intentions they held. Generally 
speaking, most CC's intended to perform (on the average) five (5) behaviors 
that the training command did not want them to perform, and had no intentions 
concerning six (6) other behaviors for which the trainig command had specific 
expectations. That is, of the 32 specific behaviors we considered, most com- 
pany commainders intended to perform the correct behavior in 21 cases, were un- 
certain about their intentions in 6 cases and intended to perform the incorrect 
behavior in 5 cases. To put this somewhat differently, of the behaviors con- 
sidered, the average company commander intended to behave correctly only 65% 
of the time. 

Consistent with expectations, and in support of the effectiveness of the 
PLATO program, following training the number of discrepant intentions sig- 
nificantly decreased for experimental CC*s, but not for control CC's. More 
specifically, following PLATO training, experimental CC's intended to perform 
84% of the behaviors correctly while control CC*s still intended to perform 
correctly only 677o of the behaviors. That is, while control CC's still in- 
tended to perform five incorrect behaviors end were still uncertain about 
their intentions with respect to six other behaviors, experimental CC's in- 
tended to perform the incorrect behavior in only two cases and were only un- 
certain with respect to three other behaviors. The mean number of discrepan- 
cies for experimental and control CC's (with and without the consideration of 
neutral responses) can be seen in table 5, and table 6 presents the 2 (experi- 
mental versus control) by 2 (pre versus post PLATO training analysis of variance 
of these data. The significant interaction provides strong evidence for the 
effectiveness of the PLATO training program. 

The change in the number of discrepant intentions is graphically shown 
in figure 1. As can be seen in this fig^ure, the number of discrepancies for 
the experi'^ental group shifts significantly towards the low end of the scale 
while the aumber of discrepancies in the control group show very little change. 
There seems to be little question that PLATO training was effective in chang- 
ing behavioral intentions in the direction specified by the RTC staff. 

A more specific analysis of the change in discrepant intentions is to 
look at the proportion of changes in the proper direction for each individual 
within the two groups. This analysis provides further support for the effec- 
tiveness of PLATO training in changing behavioral intentions to conform to the 
RTC staff's expectations. It should be recalled that the number of discrepant 
intentions varied among CC's. Thus, while one CO may have only received train- 
ing on three behaviors, another CC might have initially had 10 or 12 discrepant 
intentions. It seems reasonable to consider the proportion of discrepant in- 
tentions that changed in the correct direction compared to the total number of 
discrepant intentions assessed on the pretest. For the experimental group, 
this proportion indicated the number of items changed in the proper direction 
given the total number of items for which feedback was presented. This pro- 
portion for the control group represented the number of items that randomly 
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TABLE 6. IHEAN NUMBER OF BEHAVIORAL INTENTION DISCREPANCIES 
ASSESSED ON THE PLATO SYSTEM 



Including Neutral Responses: 





Pretest 


After training 




Coatrol 


11.37 


10.53 


10.95 


Experimental 


10.79 


5.10 


7.95 




11.08 


7.82 





Excluding Neutral Responses: 





Pretest 


After training 




Control 


4.95 


4.58 


4.76 


Experimental 


4.79 


1.74 


3.26 




4.87 


3.16 
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TABLE 7. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR THE NUMBER OF BEHAVIORAL 
INTENTION DISCREPANCIES ASSESSED ON THE PLATO SYSTEM 



Source 
Treatment 
Within Groups 



Including Neutral 
dF MS F 

1 171.00 5.80* 

36 29.47 



Excluding Neutral 
MS F 



42.75 
6.77 



6.31* 



Testing 1 
Treatment x Testing 1 
Within l^roups x Testing 36 



202.32 18.15** 
111.37 9.99** 
11.15 



55.59 23.09** 
34.22 14.21** 
2.41 



* P <, 05 

** p<;,oi 
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changed in the proper direction (no feedback was presented) for the total 
number of items judged to be discrepant in the pre-test. A comparison of 
the mean proportion for each group found a significant difference between 
the two groups (Z=3.36, p ^.001). The mean proportion change in the proper 
direction for the experimental group was .84 while the mean for the control 
group was .30. See table 7 for the individual CC proportion data. 

Thus, it can be seen that on the average, 84% of the initial discrepancies 
in the experimental group changed in the correct direction while this was only 
true for 30% of the discrepancies in the control group. To put this somewhat 
differently, PLATO training was effective 84% of the time it was used. In con- 
trast, without such training, only 30% of the incorrect intentions changed in 
the right direction. There was no significant difference between the two 
groups in the mean proportion of incorrect responses. The mean proportion 
for the experimental group was .027 and the mean proportion for the control 
group on changes in the wrong direction was .054. 

In addition to considering each CC, it is also possible to consider each 
behavior separately. The responses to the second assessment of the behavioral 
intentions (after the PLATO training) were also compared for the two groups. 
It should be recalled (see table 3) that only one significant difference was 
found in comparing the two groups on the pretest assessment of behavioral 
intentions. For the post-training assessment, the experimental and control 
groups were found to significantly differ on seven of the behavioral items. 
For each of these seven items, the experimental mean was in greater accord 
with the expectations of the RTC staff than the control group mean. Table 8 
presents the mean responses for each of the 32 behaviors for the two groups. 

Such an analysis, however, is problematic. It must be recalled that only 
experimental CC's received training, and further, the number of CC's receiving 
training varies considerably across behaviors. That is, as can be seen in 
table 4, there were some behaviors where little or no training was necessary. 
» 4..©., where three or fewer of the experimental CC's held incorrect intentions). 
It would be unreasonable to expect a significant mean change in the experimental 
group intention to perform a given behavior if only a small proportion of the 
group actually received training. That is, it is reasonable to assume that the 
greater the number of individuals who receive training on a given behavioral 
item, the more likely one will find an effect for that item. In other words, in 
order for the training to produce an effect (at the group level), a sufficient 
amount of training must have occurred. Taking this into account, it can be seen 
in table 4 that there are only eight behaviors for which at least 10 mumbers 
(about half) of the experimental group received training. Table 9 presents the 
pre- and post-training means of the experimental and control groups for these 
eight intentions. There it can be seen that in every case, the experimental 
mean changes in the correct direction while the control mean remains relatively 
constant. As in our previous analyses of the number of discrepancies, the 
major test of the effectiveness of PLATO training focuses on the interaction 
between training and time of testing. Table 10 presents the analysis of variance 
results for* each of the behaviors. There it can be seen that the interactions 
are significant in six of the eight cases, and they approach significance in the 
remaining two. Thus, even at the level of individual behaviors it can be seen 
that PLATO training is a highly effective way of producing changes in behavioral 
intentions . 
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TABLE 8. MEANS AND STANDARD DlVI ATIONS AND t VALUES FOR BEUAVIOR.\L 
INTENTIONS AFTER PLATO TliAlNING BY GROUPS 



Exp Control 







X 


SO 


X 


SO 


t 


1. 


Ask other company commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


4.16 


1.01 


3.57 


• 96 


1.81 


2. 


iBunediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


4.21 


1.18 


4.16 


.83 


.15 


3. 


Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


3.89 


1.24 


3.94 


.91 


.15 


4. 


Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


4.37 


.83 


4.00 


.88 


1.33 


5. 


Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons. * 


1.95 


1.13 


4.21 


.85 


6.95** 


6. 


Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


1.26 


.56 


1.16 


.37 


.68 


7. 


Ask another company commander to inspect 
my company durinie: primary training. 


4.53 


.69 


4.53 


.51 


0.0 






4.32 


1.11 


4.32 


.58 


0.0 


9. 


To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


4.68 


.58 


4.37 


.59 


1.65 


10. 


Use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


1.42 


.77 


2.32 


1.11 


2.89** 


11. 


Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


4.26 


1.04 


3.68 


1.33 


1.49 


12, 


Punish my whole cohpany when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


1.53 


.77 


2.79 


1.13 


4.01** 


13. 


Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


1.42 


.84 


1.68 


1.29 


.74 


14. 


Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


1.74 


1.33 


1.84 


1.17 


.26 


15. 


Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


1.58 


.77 


1.74 

1 


1.28j 


.46 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should* 



not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE 8. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND t VAUIES VOW BEHAVIORAL 
INTENTIOiSS AFTER PUTO TRAINING BV GROUPS (cofit.) 



Exp 



Control 





X 


SO 


X 




16. Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
'~' physicel trainins (such as push-ups) as e 
fora of discipline. 


1.32 


,58 


1,26 


1 

.36 


17, Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


1,79 


1,03 


2.00 


1,20 


IS. Ask other CC . to help teach infantry. 


4,05 


1«08 


3.63 


,89 


19, Select some recruit officers at R and 0, 


4,26 


,65 


3.68 


1.11 


20. Leave the company pretty much on i«:s own % 
durinc service week. 


1,79 


,85 


3,05 


1.13 


21. Allow wf company to use "cheating jear," 


1.79 


1,03 


2,42 


1,26 


22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


4.10 


,99 


4,10 


,74 


23. Allow my EPO . to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 


1,89 


,99 


3,00 


1.11 

■ 


34, Punish my vh^^l** <^Amn«?iy when 3 r^cpu"* 
loae points in lockvr inspection. 


l.Sd 






1.17 


25. AutoMtically select a setback as my RCPO. 


1,32 


,67 


1.42 


.69 


26. Require ay company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night* 


4.58 


,69 


3,95 


1,27 


27. Discipline individual recruits in private. 


4.16 


1.01 


3.16 


1,26 


28. Have sore than two SPOs in one coapany. 


4.32 


1.00 


3,74 


1,15 


2t. Pre-inspect ay company on evaluation days. 


4.37 


.83 


4.32 


,67 


30. Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


1.42 


.84 


1,68 


1.06 


31. Discipline a recmtt in front cf tte whole 
company , 


2.28 


1.33 


3,11 


1.45 


32. Leani the last name of every member of my 
company. 


4,47 


,61 


4,11 


.99 



.28 

.58 

1.31 
1.96 

3 . 8fJ ^ * 

1.69 

0.0 

3.24" 

2.86*^ 

.47 
1.91 
2,69* 
1,66 

.21 

.85 



1,38 



♦ p<,05 
•* p<,01 

Jfote: Scale scored Udefinitely false. 3«neither true nor false, and 5i=def in itely 
true for intending to perform behavior 
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TABLE 9. MEAN BEHAVIORAL INIENTION FOR THOSE BEHAVIORS ON WHICH TEN 
MORE EXPERIMENTAL INDIVIDUALS RECEIVED FEEDBACK 



Behavior 

Trying to be ahead of 
schedule in teach- 
ing I,G, lessons 



Pret#flt . 

Experimental : 4.21 
Control J 4.37 



Post-Training 

1.95 
4.21 



Use "Marching through 
Georgia" as a form 
of discipline 



Experimental : 2.32 
Control: 2,37 



1.42 
2.32 



Back up a recruit petty 
officer when he has 
exceeded his authority 

Ask other CC to help 
teach infantry 

Leave the company pretty 
much on its own dur- 
ing service week 

Allow my EPO to 

handle most questions 
after tv classes 



Experimental : 2.53 
Control: 1.95 



Experimen ta 1 : 3.26 

Control: 3.58 

Experimental : 2 , 84 

Control: 2.79 



Experimental 3.16 
Control: 3.05 



1.79 
2.00 



4.05 
3.63 

1.79 
3.05 



1.89 
3.00 



Discipline individual 
recruits in private 

Discipline a recruit 
in front of the whole 
company 



Experimental : 3. 16 

Control: 3.05 

Experimental : 3.21 

Control: 3.37 



4.16 
3.16 

2.26 
3.11 



Note: Scale scored l=definitely fals<> 3=neither true nor false, and 
5=definitely true for intending to perform behavior. 
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EFFECTIVENESS OF EVALUATION CRITERION PROGRAM. The second program in- 
volved in training was concerned with the process underlying the evaluation 
of company commander performance. More specifically the program was designed 
to allow the CC's to gain a better understanding of the factors (or criteria) 
that are used in evaluating their performances as CC's. The actual test of 
the program involves seeing how well the CC can match commands* evaluation of 
a set of hypothetical CC's described in terms of six criteria. The experimental 
group performed this task twice within the context of the program; the first 
time making their own indi vidual J udgments and the second time after receiving 
feedback about how the MTO made the same judgments. For the second set, the 
individuals were instructed to make their judgments as they thought the MTO 
would perform the task (role-playing the MTO). The control group without the 
benefit of the feedback only made the role playing set of judgments. The in- 
tent of this program (with feedback) was to make the individual user aware of 
the complexity of the evaluation' process and of the self-reported use of the 
criteria by the MTO. 

The results of the data collected within this program were very encourag- 
ing; the average correlation between the company commanders' criteria values 
and those of the ItfTO within the role playing phase of the program was .692 
for the experimental group and .404 for the control group. The difference be- 
tween these values was significant (t=:2.773, df^36, p <.01), This difference 
indicates that after receiving feedback concerning the MTO's use of the evalua- 
tion criteria, the experimental group obtained a closer correspondence in mak- 
ing judgments as the MTO would, than did the control group acting without any 
feedback. This higher degree of relationship can also be seen in the jump of 
the average correlation for the experimental group from the pre-training 
phase (.423) to the post-training role playing phase (.692). 

Thus, we again find strong evidence for the effectiveness of PLAID as a 
training device. It should be emphasized that the difference between the 
experimental and control groups is not only highly significant, but it was 
brought about during a relatively brief (less than one-hour) training period. 
Finally, it is important to note that this particular type of training would 
be impossible without an interactive device like the PLATO system. 

FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE MEASURES 

At the completion of training his first company, the CC responded to a 
final self-report questionnaire which, among other things, asked him to indicate 
whether or not he had performed each of the 32 specific behaviors and assessed 
his intentions to perform each of these behaviors when leading his next company. 

STABILITY OF INTENTIONAL CHANGE. Although it is Encouraging to know that 
intentions to perform specific behaviors can be changed through PLATO training, 
it is important to determine whether these changes persist over time. In order 
to answer this question, the 26 CC's who had been assigned to companies were 
asked to indicate their future intentions to perform each of the 32 specific 
behaviors after they had completed training their first companies. Approxi- 
mately nine weeks intervened between the PLATO training and this assessment. 
Even more important, the CC's interaction with their companies and other CC's 
may have provided new information that influenced their intentions to perform 
the 32 behaviors when they led their next companies. Despite this long time 



ERLC 



25 

28 



NAVTRAEQUIPCEN 74-C-0095-1 



interval and our lack of control over the information CC*s received, there is 
considerable evidence that the effects of PLATO training persisted over time. 
For each CC, a correlation between his post PLATO training intentions and 
his intentions to perform these behaviors with his next company was computed. 
The average correlation (for the set of 32 behaviors) over all 26 CC's was 
.668 (p<.001). Within the experimental group the average correlation was 
.734 (p<.001) while it was .608 (p^.OOl) within the control group. Thus, 
there is little question that CC intentions are relatively stable over time. 
More important, after leading their first company, experimental CC's still 
intend to perform more correct behaviors (25) with their next companies than do 
control CC's (21). That is, while the average experimental CC intends to cor- 
rectly perform 78% of the behaviors, the average control CC intends to perform 
67% of the correct behaviors. 

Finally, it should be noted that even at the level of individual beha- 
viors, differences are found between experimental and control groups. Table 
li presents the mean intentions of the two groups on the final questionnaire. 
It can be seen that, in contrast to table 3 (where there was only one signifi- 
cant difference) there are five behaviors where the intentions of the two 
groups differ significantly. More importantly, it can be seen that in all 
five of these cases, the experimental group has a stronger intention to perform 
the correct behavior. Indeed, looking at table 11, it can be seen that with 
respect to 27 of the 32 behaviors, the experimental group has stronger inten- 
tions to perform the correct behavior. This finding is highly significant 
(p<.001), and indicates that experimental CC's who have been exposed to 
PLATO training are significantly more likely to intend to perform correct 
behaviors, even after having experience with their first company. 

SELF-REPORTS OF BEHAVIOR. Although there seems to be no question that 
PLATO training is an effective way of changing CC^s intentions, and although 
these changes in intention persist over time, we must still ask the question 
of whether these intentional changes are reflected in actual behavior. Although 
there is considerable evidence that intentions are related to behaviors in 
other areas (see Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, for a review of this literature)? we 
must obviously ask if this is also the case given these specific CC behaviors. 
Thus, following graduation of his first company, each CC was asked whether or 
not he had performed each of the 32 behaviors. (As previously indicated, this 
data was obtained from 26 Ct^s; 12 of whom were in the experimental group and 
14 of whom were in the control group). For each CC, a correlation between his 
intentions following PLATO training and his self-reports was computed. The 
average correlation for the total sample (N=26) was .505 (p<. 01) with the aver- 
age correlation among experimental CC's equalling .548 (n=12, p^.Ol) and that 
among control CC's being .470 (n=14, p^.Ol). These correlations provide evi- 
dence that CC's did in fact behave (or at least reported behaving) in accordance 
with their intentions. 

Consistent with this, experimental CC's report performing more correct be- 
haviors (X=25.25) than do control CC's (X=23.71). That is, on the average, 
experimental CC's report they have performed the correct behavior 79% of the 
time and control CC's perform the correct behavior about 74% of the time. Al- 
though this difference is not significant, it should be noted that significant 
differences do exist between the two groups at the level of individual behaviors. 
Table 12 reports the proportion of experimental and control CC's who indicated 
they performed each behavior. 
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TABLE 11, MEAN BEHAVIOiCAL I^r^E^mON RESPONSE ON 
FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GUOUP 



Con- 

Exp. trol t 



1. Ask other conipany commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


4.58 


4.29 




.32 


2. Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


6.25 


4.93 




1,90 


3. Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


5.67 


5.14 




.61 


4. Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


6.08 


4,78 




1.62 


5. Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons. 


4.67 


5.57 




1.31 


6* Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


1.08 


1.29 




1.05 


7. Ask another company commander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


6.75 


5.J6 




2,33 


o* Give oui Utsiiiurits as a form of discipline. 


6.50 


6.64 




— 1 

.51 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


6.42 


5.50 




1.67 


10* Use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


1.58 


1.71 




,26 


11* Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


5.25 


5.07 




,26 


12. Punish my whole colnpany when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


2.17 


2.36 




.32 


13* Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


1.50 


1.71 




.41 


x4. Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


1.83 


2.43 




.72 


15. Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


1.42 


2.21 




1.44 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior sbould 
not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE 11. MEAN BEIIAVIOUAL lOTENTION KESPONSE ON 
FINAL QUKSTIONNAIKE BY GiiOUP (cont .) 

Con- 

Exp, trol t 



16, Allow my recruit petty officers to give 

physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


1.50 


1.57 




.15 


17, Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


3.08 


2.50 




.85 


18. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


5,67 


4.50 




1.42 


19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


5.92 


4,50 




2.10 


20. Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


3.50 


4.14 




• 88 


21 • Allow my company to use "cheating gear," 
^^^^ » 


2.75 


2.07 




1.04 


22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


4.33 


4.14 




.26 


23. Allow my EPO to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 


3.75 


4.36 




.86 


24, Puait>h iiiv wnoie company wnen 3 recniitss 
^ lose points in locker inspection. 


2.42 


2.36 




1 

.09 


25. Automatically select a setback as my HCPO. 


1.83 


1.57 




• 60 


26« Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


7.00 


6.71 




1.20 


27. Discipline individual recruits in private. 


6.42 


5.00 




2.47 


28« Have more than two* EPOs in one canpany. 


6.76 


6.07 




1.39 


29« Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


6«25 


5.07 




1.76 f 


30. Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


2.25 


2.36 




.14 


31. Discipline a recnjit in front of the whole 
company . 


4.58 


4.78 




.25 


32 « Learn the last name of every member of my 
company . 


6,83 


6.36 




1.36 



♦<.05 



Note. Scales scored l=€xtremely improbable and 7«extreBiely probable 
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TABLE 12. MEAN SELF-REPOirj' OF BEHAVIORAL PERFOJIMANCE 
ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GHOUP 



Con- 

Exp. trol t 



!• Ask other company commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


.42 


.50 




.41 


2. Inmiediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


.92 


.79 




.90 


3* Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


.58 


.64 




.30 


4. Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


.75 


.79 




.21 


5« Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IQ lessons. * 


.67 


.71 




.25 


6, Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


.00 


.00 




.00 


7* Ask another company conunander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


1.00 


.78 




1.74' 


8« Give out demerits as a form of discioline. 


1 .00 


1 .00 




--1 

n 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


.83 


.71 




.70 


10, Use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


.00 


.07 




.92 


!!• Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


.42 


.57 




.76 


12, Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


.25 


.29 




.20 


13. Tell my company to Ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


.00 


.07 




.92 


14, Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


.33 


.07 




1.721 


IS* Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


• 08 

1 


.07 




.11 
1 



Hote: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 
not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE 12. MEAN SELF-REPOllT OF BEILAVIOIUL PERFORMANCE 
ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GiiOLP (cent.) 

Con- 
Exp. t vol 



16. Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


.08 


j .00 




1.08 


17. Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


.42 


.36 




.30 


18. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


.92 


.79 




.90 


19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


.75 


.71 




.20 


20. Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


.17 


.36 




1.07 


21. Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 


.42 


.28 




.68 


22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


.75 


.43 




1.68* 


23. Allow nxy EPO . to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 


.17 


.64 




2. 08* 


24. Punish my whole company when 3 recruits 
lose points in locker inspection. 


.42 


.28 




.68 


25. Automatically select a setback as my RCI?0. 


.00 


.00 




0 


26.. Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


1.00 


1.00 




0 


27m Discipline individual recruits in private. 


• 83 


.86 




.16 


28. Have more than two' EI^s in one canpany. 
• 


1.00 


.93 




.92 


29. Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


•92 


.71 




1.30 


30, Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


•08 


.21 




.90 


31. Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company . 


.83 


.93 




.74 


32. Learn the last name of every member of my 
company. 


l^OO 


.86 




1.36 



p<.05 
p<^.01 



Note; Scoring was O=not performed and l=perforined the behavior 
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The analysis of the self-report of behaviors utilized a one-tail test 
of significance because of the expected differences in performance of each 
behavior. Significant differences were obtained with respect to four be- 
haviors. Although a significantly greater proportion of experimental CC's 
than control CC's report that they told their recruits they didn't believe 
in "setting back" (an incorrect behavior), experimental CC's were also sig- 
nificantly more likely to ask other CC's to inspect their companies during 
primary training and to attend most instructor conducted classes. In addi- 
tion, they were significantly less likely than control CC's to allow their 
£P0 to handle most questions after TV classes. Thus, in three of the four 
cases where significant differences were obtained, experimental CC's were 
more likely to perform the correct behavior. 

Perhaps even more important, it can be seen in table 12, that on 11 
additional behaviors the difference in the proportion of experimental and 
control CC's who reported performing a behavior exceeded .10, and in eight 
of these cases the experimental group was most likely to report performing 
the correct behavior. Thus, of the 15 cases where sizeable differences occurred 
between the experimental and control groups, more experimental than control 
CC's report performing the correct behavior in 11 cases. This difference ap- 
proaches significance (p'C.OG), and provides evidence that PLATO training was 
effective in changing company commander behaviors. 

RECRUIT PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Before reporting the findings based on recruit perceptions, several points 
must be made. First, it should be recalled that all recruit data were obtained 
on the 2-5 day of training, while the self -reports of the CC's were obtained 
after the company graduated. Thus, discrepancies between CC self-reports and 
recruit perceptions need not imply a lack of validity in either measure. For 
example, a CC may not have allowed his company to use "cheating gear" until 
after the 2-5 day. Thus, although his company should report he did not allow 
the use of cheating gear, the CC himself might have reported that he did allow 
the use of cheating gear. In this case, the recruit perceptions would not cor- 
respond to the CC's self-report, but both would be accurate. In addition to 
the fact that this problem may arise with respect to many of our behaviors (e.g., 
one of the behaviors concerned the CC's performance during service week but re- 
cruit perceptions were obtained before service week), many of the behaviors oc- 
curred more than once. For example, each CC had several opportunities to attend 
instructor conducted courses*^ Consider a CC who attended 55% of such classes. 
Although he might reasonably report that he had attended most instructor con- 
ducted classes, it is possible that a majority of his recruits might have re- 
ported that he had not attended most instructor conducted classes. That is, 
the meaning of the word most is somewhat ambiguous and CC^s and recruits may 
have interpreted it differently. Finally, there are some behaviors that the CC 
may have performed that only a small number of recruits might be aware of (e.g., 
talking to each setback in private; punishing recruits in private). Thus, al- 
though the CC might correctly report he had performed such behaviors, the major- 
ity of the recruits in his company may have reported that he had not. 

Despite all of these above problems, the self-reports pf the CC's were 
significantly related to the recruits' perceptions. Using the difference between 
the proportion of recruits saying the CC had and had not performed each behavior 
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as a criterion (i.e., if more recruits said he had than said he had not, the 
CC was given credit for performing the behavior), the 32 derived recruit 
perception scores were correlated with the CC's self-reports. The average 
correlation (over the 17 CC's for which self-report and recruit perception 
data were available) was .472 (p<.01). This correlation was .455 (p-c.Ol) 
among experimental CC's (n=7) and .484 (p<.01) among control CC's (n=10) . Cor- 
relations were also computed between each CC's intentions following PLATO train- 
ing and the recruit perceptions. Here too, there was a significant relation 
between what the CC's intended to do and what the recruits perceived they had 
done. Over all CC's the average correlation was .467 (p<.01). The average 
correlation among experimental CC's was .432 (p<.01) while the average corre- 
lation anong control CC's was .487 (p<.01). Given the problems discussed above, 
these correlations are remarkably high, and provide strong evidence for the 
general validity of the CC's self-reports. 

Unfortunately however, the recruits did not perceive that experimental 
CC's performed more correct behaviors than did control CC's. On the average 
the recruits reported that experimental CC's performed 21.42 correct behaviors 
while they report that control CC's performed 20.70 correct behaviors. Despite 
this, they do see some important significant differences when individual be- 
- haviors are considered. Table 13 presents the proportion of experimental and 
control CC's that were perceived to have performed each behavior. As in the 
case of the correlational analyses described above, a CC was credited with 
performing a behavior if a greater proportion of recruits in his company said 
he had than said he had not performed the behavior. It should be noted however, 
that there were two behaviors where most recruits reported they "did not know 
whether or not it had been performed by their CC. Oyer 83% of the recruits were 
uncertain about their CC's behavior during service week, and about 657o did not 
know whether he had private talks with each setback. In addition, in both of 
these cases, the remainder of the recruits were evenly divided between the "yes" 
and "no" categories. In marked contrast to this, the average uncertainty with 
respect to the remaining 30 behaviors was less than 10%, and in only two other 
cases did it get as high as 30%. These data support the validity of the recruit 
perceptions. 

The analysis of the recruit reports of CC behaviors again utilized a one- 
tail test of significance because of the expected differences in performance 
of each behavior. Significant differences were obtained with respect to three 
behaviors, and in each case, the experimental commanders were seen as signifi- 
cantly more likely to perform the correct behavior. More specifically, the 
recruits perceived that a significantly greater proposition of experimental than 
control CC's (1) asked other company commanders for help with a discipline 
problem, (2) asked other CC's to help teach Infantry, and (3) selected some 
recruit officers at R and 0. Although there were 11 other behaviors where re- 
cruits did perceive differences between experimental and control CC's (i.e., 
where the difference in proportion exceeded .10), experimental CC's were per- 
ceived as more likely to perform the correct behavior in only five of these 
cases. Thus, in the 14 cases where differences occurred between the percep- 
tions of recruits in experimental and control companies, experimental commanders 
were perceived as more likely to perform the correct behavior in eight cases. 

32 



ERIC 



35 



TABLE 13. PKOPORTION OF COMPAW COMMANDEilS PERCEIVED BY JiECJiUITS TO 

HAVE PERFORMED EACH BEHAVIOR 



Exp , Control 
N=9 N=ll 



1* Ask other company commanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 




.67 


.27 




2. Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 




.11 


.00 




3* Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 




.78 


.9] 




4. Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 




.88 


.82 




5. Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons . 




.67 


.55 




6* Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 




.00 


.00 




7. Ask another company comn!ander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 




. .78 


.91 




8* Give out demerits as a form of discipline. 


1.00 


1.00 




9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 




D.K.+ 


D.K. 




10, Use "Marching through Georgia*' as a form of 
discipline. 




.22 


.28 




11* Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 




• 00 


.09 




12, Punish my whole company whev 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 




.33 


.18 




13. Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 




.00 


.00 




14. Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 




.00 


.00 




1S> Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 




.00 


.00 





1.79* 

1.13 

.81 
.37 

.55 



.81 



.31 



.92 



.77 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 
not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to. bo performed. 
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TABLIi 13. PROPORTION OF CO:.U^\NY COXUNDKiiS PEJU:iiI VliD BY RIXKUITS TO 
HAVE PKllFORiMKD EACH BEILWIOK (conl.) Exp. Control 



16. Allow my recruit petty officers to give 

physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
jfoTin of di sci pline . 




.78 


.46 




17. Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 




.11 


.09 




IS. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 




.89 


.45 




19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 




.33 


.00 




20. Lea\'e the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 




O.K. 


D.K. 




21. Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 




.33 


.09 




22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 




.67 


.54 




23. Allow my EPO to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 




.67 


.73 




24. Punish mv whole company when 3 recruits 
lose points in locker inspection. 




.33 


.27 




25. Automatically select a setback as my RCPO. 




.00 


.09 




26. Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 




.78 


.64 




27. Discipline individual recruits in private. 




.55 


.45 




28. Have more than two' EPOs in one company. 




.11 


.00 




29. Pre-inspect xny company on evaluation days.. 




1.00 


.91 




30. Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 




.22 


.27 




31. Discipline a recruit in front of the' whole 
company . 




1.00 


1.00 




32. Learn the last name of every member of my 
company . 




.78 


.91 





.46 



.15 



2.05* 



2.07* 



1.34 



.59 



.29 



.29 



.92 



.68 



.44 



1.13 



.92 



.26 



.81 



*p <.05 

♦ D.K.stmajority of recruits in each company said "don't know". 
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This difference is not significant. Although the analyses o^ recruit data 
do not provide as much support for the effectiveness of PLATO as a behavior 
change device as the CC's self-reports, it must be recalled that the recruit 
reports were obtained on the 2-5 day while the self -reports were obtained 
after the CC*s company hed graduated. Thus, the recruit reports essentially 
reflect the CC*s behavior during the first two weeks of training while the 
self-reports cover the entire recruit training period. Despite this, when- 
ever the recruits did report a significant difference between experimental 
and control CC*s, the difference indicated that PLATO trained CC*s were more 
likely to have performed the correct behaviors. 

OVERALL EVALUATION OF PLATO AS A BEHAVIOR CHANGE DEVICE 

To summarize briefly, the data indicate that PLATO training was a highly 
effective technique for producing intentional changes among company commanders. 
Further, PLATO training was effective in producing behavioral changes as indicated 
by a combination of self-reports and recruit perceptions. Prior to PLATO train- 
ing, the experimental and control groups were essentially equal ~ experimental 
CC*s intended to perform 21.21 correct behaviors while control CC*s intended to 
perform 20.63 correct behaviors. Immediately following PLATO training, a sig- 
nificant increase in the number of correct intentions held by experimental CC*s 
(but not control CC»s) was obtained. Thus, following training, experimental 
CC*s intended to correctly perform 26.9 of the 32 behaviors while control CC*s 
still intended to perform 21.47 behaviors correctly. There can be no question 
that PLATO training can change intentions. This intentional change also appears 
to carry over into behavior. That is, experimental CC*s report performing 25.08 
correct beha^itors while control CC*s only report performing 23.71 correct behaviors. 
More important, when one. considers the proportion of experimental and control 
CC's who report performing each behavior, there is an overall significant dif- 
ference indicating that more experimental than control CC*s correctly performed 
the behaviors in question. Unfortunately, the data based on recruit perceptions 
do not completely support these findings. This difference between the self- 
reports and^ recruit perceptions may be due to various factors, not the least of 
which is the fact that recruit perceptions were obtained on the 2-5 day while 
the CC reports were obtained after their companies had graduated. The recruits 
perceive experimental CC's as performing 21.43 correct behaviors and control CC*s 
as performing 20.7 correct behaviors. Although the recruits did not perceive any 
significant overall differences between experimental and control CC*s, they did 
perceive significant differences with respect to three behaviors, and in each 
case, the PLATO trained CC*s were more likely to have performed the correct be- 
haviors. Finally, and also of importance, it should be noted that even after 
leading their first companies, experimental CC's still intend to perform sijcni- 
ficantly more correct behaviors than do control CC*s. More specifically, on the 
final questionnaire, the experimental CC*s intended to perform 25.08 correct be- 
haviors while control CC*s only intiended to perform 21.42 correct behaviors. 

Thus, PLATO training increased the number of correct intentions of exper- 
imental CC*s; these intentions were reflected in their self-reports of behavior, 
and persisted over time. In contrast, control CC*s held the same number of 
correct intentions pre- and post-PLATO training, report performing slightly 
more correct behaviors than they intended to perform, but show no improvement 
in their intentions to perform correct behaviors with their next company. Gen- 
erally speaking, CC*s do report performing the behaviors they intended to perform 
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(rs.505) and the recruit reports provide validity for the self- reports 
(rs.472). Although CC's intentions clearly persist over time (r=:.668), 
their future intentions are most strongly influenced by their past behavior 

(?=:.780). 

Experimental CC*s are somewhat more likely to report behaving in ac- 
cordance with their intentions (r=:,548) than are control CC's (r^^470) , and 
consistent with this, their intentions are somewhat more stable (rs. 734) than 
are those of the control CC's (rr:,608). Thus, experimental CC's are more 
likely to do what they intended to do, and having done it, intend to continue 
performing that way in the future (rs.772). Control CC*s on the other hand, 
seem to learn that some of their intentions were incorrect, and behave some- 
what differently than they originally intended. Here too, however, they in- 
tend to behave in the future as they had in the past (rs.787). Experimental 
CC*s seem to learn the correct taxing to do, they tend to act on those inten- 
tions and it would appear that they are reinforced for their actions since 
they intend to continue performing th*:t way in the future. Control CC*s start 
with fewer correct intentions. Although they, too, seem to act in accordance 
with those intentions, it would appear that they are negatively reinforced 
for some of their incorrect intentions. That is, it appears that they start 
acting in contrast to some of their initial intentions, which seems to have 
the function of increasing the number of correct behaviors they report per- 
forming. Although they do tend to bring their intentions into line with their 
behaviors, they still intend to perform more incorrect behaviors than experi- 
mental CC's, Thus, PLATO training not only provides the experimental CC's 
with the right intentions initially, but these correct intentions persist over 
time. Even after practical experience, the non-PLATO trained CC*s do not appear 
to catch up with the experimental group. On the basis of thesf* findings it 
seems clear that PLATO is an effective behavior change technique. 



SECTION IV 

ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF BEHAVIORAL CHANGE EFFECTS 

Thus far, this report has focused on the main task of the contract — 
namely demonstrating that PLATO can serve as an effective behavior change 
device* Perhaps a more important question, however, is "what are the effects 
of producing these behavioral changes?" That is, do experimental company 
commanders who have received PLATO training have higher morale, more favorable 
attitudes toward the navy, or different recruit training philosophies than 
control CC's. Similarly, do the differences in their behaviors also influence 
the satisfaction, morale, or performance of the recruits in their companies. 

TRADITIONAL ATTITUDES. The final self-report questionnaire reassessed 
the CC's attitudes towards various concepts related to their jobs (e.g,, 
being a CC, today's navy). In looking at the comparison of experimental and 
control groups on these traditional attitudes, no significant differences were 
found. The means and standard deviations for the^e items are presented in 
table 14, 
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TABLE 14. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR TRADITIONAL 
ATTITUDE MEASURES ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE 



Experimental Control t 



Attitude Concept 


Mean 


SD 


Mean 


SD 




Being a CC 


41.67 


6.02 


40.36 


4.50 


0.63 


Trying to Brigade 


39.83 


8.04 


34.50 


11.40 


1.35 


Pushing a Company 


39.50 


8.46 


38.71 


5.59 


0.28 


Today's Navy 


38.92 


6.87 


33.57 


8.58 


1.73 


New Reqruits 


36.08 


7.04 


32.50 


4.78 


1.54 



Note: Mean is sum of 7 bipolar items each scored l=negative, 4=neutral, 
and 7=positive aspect. 

COMPANY COMMANDER SATISFACTION AND TRAINING PHILOSOPHIES. Fifty items 
dealing with satisfaction of being a company commander and training philosophy 
were also included on the final questionnaire. (See appendix D). For each 
item, the mean responses of experimental and control CC's were compared; no 
significant differences were found on any of the 50 items. 

FEEDER EVALUATIONS. During the training period, each company commander 
was evaluated twice, once on the primary side and once on the advanced side. 
These evaluations were performed by the regimental officers who worked with 
the CC during the company's training on a day- by- day basis. Due to a change 
in command policy, only the first 13 categories were used for these evaluations 
instead of the complete set of 20 as used on the feeder evaluations upon grad- 
uation from CC school. None of the categories differentiated the experimental 
and control group on either of the two measures. 

RECRUIT SATISFACTION AND l^RALS. In addition to containing questions 
concerning CC behavioral performance, the recruit perception questionnaire 
also contained questions assessing the recruits* feelings about their company 
and their company commander. For each company, the mean response for each 
item was calculated and these mean responses were averaged for the experimental- 
control groups* comparison. No differences between companies led by experi- 
mental CC's and those led by the control group CC*s were found. Table 15 shows 
the relevant data for this analysis. 
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TABLE IS. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RECRUIT PERCEPTIONS OF 
THEIR COMPANY AND (SF THEIR COMPANY COMMANDER 



Item 


Experimental 


Control 


t 




Mean 


SD 


Mean 






Company Rating* 


3.18 


0.71 


2.98 


0.61 


0.69 


CC Rating** 


5.30 


0.82 


5.56 


0.70 


0.79 


. , c 

CC Interest in Recruits 


1.70 


0.29 


1.76 


0.41 


0.33 


Respect for CC* 


1.95 


0.51 


1.97 


0.58 


0.09 



^Scales scored l=positive and 7=negative response 
*^Scale scored l^negative and 7=positive response 
^Scale scored l^positive and 4=snegative response 



ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE SCORES. During the course of training, each 
company was evaluated for a four week period on various criteria by the MED 
staff. These measures are of company performance on the different aspects of 
training. The two measures looked at were the overall averages of the compe- 
tition performance of each company and the number of streetmarks obtained by 
the company within the four week period. Neither of these measures showed 
significant differences between the experimental and the control group. See 
table 16 for the individual data. 

To summarize, no differences were found between experimental and control 
CC's on a large variety of satisfaction and philosophy questions. Similarly, 
recruits in companies led by experimental CC's were no more satisfied, nor 
did they perform better than recruits in companies led by control CC's. While 
these results may appear discouraging, they are in fact, not unexpected. 

It must be recalled that none of the behaviors we attempted to change 
were ever tied directly into measures of satisfaction, morale or performance. 
As we tried to point out at the beginning of this project, we were never in 
doubt that PLATO could effectively change behavior, but we also felt that one 
must first identify behaviors that were known to be relevant to various criteria, 
Our task was to show that PLATO training could change CC's behavior, and we 
feel that we have satisfactorily completed that task. Knowing that PLATO can 
be used to change behavior, the more important question becomes, what behaviors 
should be changed if one wishes to improve recruit performance? Or, what be- 
haviors should be changed if one wants to improve recruit morale? Or, what 
behaviors should be changed if one wants to improve CC satisfaction, or the 
scores that CC's receive when they are evaluated? It should be made clear that 
different behaviors may be relevant to each of these criteria and, in fact, it 
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TABLE 16. COMPANY PERFORMANCE DATA FOR OVERALL 
AVERAGE AND STREETMARKS 



Experimenfl Control 



Cospany 


Average 


Z-Score 


DxreexmarK 








1 


3.527* 


-0.311 


X 




••v. X4X 


0 


2 


3.427 


0.459 








fi 

w 


3 


3.523 


-0 . 363 


1 


O. uXu 




Q 


4 


3.493 


0.93o 




O. 4\IX 


*0 24^ 


1 


5 


3.315 


"•1.44Z 


*7 
f 




—A . www 


w 


6 


3.364 


-1.362 




O. 4XX 


«-0 431 


14 

ATI 


7 


3.445 


-0 . 869 


X 




-0 241 

—V . Art A 


0 

w 


8 


3.470 


0.217 


o 






1 

A 


9 


3.440 


—U . f U9 




3 458 


-1.222 


3 


10 


3.645 


1.043 


1 


3.591 


1.240 


0 


11 


3.545 


-0.574 


6 


3.371 


-1.528 


10 ' 


12 


3.418 


-1.277 


0 


3.438 


-0.758 


5 


13 


3.526 


-0.045 


6 


3.523 


0.218 


0 


14 








3.359 


-1.300 


10 


Mean 

S.D. 


3.465 
0.082 


-0.332 
0.827 


2.54 
2.40 


3.457 
0.079 


-0.532 
0.730 


3.93 
4.51 



MBXimun possible score is 4.000 

**Tr«nsfonned score within training group. lUnus values indicate below group 
mean, positive values above the group mean. 
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is possible that getting a CC to perform a particular behavior may increase 
recruits* morale while lowering the CC*s satisfaction. Just because it is 
assumed that a given behavior is ''correct" or that a given behavior should 
be performed, this does not mean that performance of that behavior will have 
an influence on other criteria. Although one obviously hopes that this will 
be the case, it is an empirical question that must be studied independently. 
In this particular study, we tried to increase the likelihood that experimental 
CC's would perform 32 behaviors that the RTC staff thought were important. 
That is, the assumption was made that these were not only the "correct" beha- 
viors to perform, but that their performance would in fact lead to increased 
satisfaction, morale, or performance on other criteria. While we cannot at 
this time say that these assumptions were incorrect, we can report that although 
experimental CC's were in fact more likely to perform many of these behaviors 
than control CC's, and although recruits perceived that experimental CC's per- 
formed more of these behaviors than did control CC*s, we find absolutely no 
differences between experimental and control groups on over 120 criteria. In 
part, this problem may be similar to the problem of analyzing single behaviors. 
Although more of the experimental CC's than control CC's may have performed a 
given behavior, the actual proportion of performers within each group may not 
have been significantly different. Thus, it is possible that if a comparison 
were made between commanders who did or did not perform a given behavior, or 
between recruits who report that their commander did or did not perform a given 
behavior, some of these behaviors may, in fact, be foiyid to be related to various 
criteria. Since these analyses go beyond the specifications of the present con- 
tract, we shall discuss them in a supplemental report. 



SECTION V 
CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the evidence cited above, we can conclude that PLATO is a highly 
effective device for producing intentional change and is also effective in pro- 
ducing behavioral change. In addition^ it has many other potential uses. For 
example, it was also highly effective in providing CC*s insight into the process 
and criteria used to evaluate their performances. 

Of the utmost importance, however, it must be realized that the effective- 
ness of PLATO as a training device is critically dependent upon the software ~ 
i.e., on the particular programs that are written. We believe that our approach 
to behavioral change training was effective because the programs were based on a 
sound psychological theory that had been shown to be valid in a variety of be- 
havioral areas. We strongly believe that if we had taken a traditional approach 
to the attitude-behavior problem, PLATO training would not have been successful. 
That is, we doubt if any of the specified intentions or behaviors would have shown 
change if our program had been directed at increasing or changing CC's attitudes 
toward various aspects of the navy, their satisfaction with the navy or their 
jobs as CC's or their recruit training philosophies. We feel that we were suc- 
cessful because we assumed each intention was a function of the person's attitude 
toward performing the behavior in question and/or his subjective norm concerning 
that behavior. Thus, our program was directed at changing these attitudes and sub- 
jective norms. Appendices J and K demonstrate the effectiveness of PLATO at 
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this level and the results concerning intentional and behavioral change 
clearly indicate the validity of our approach. The predictive model of be- 
havioral intentions is based on derived empirical regression weights and not 
on mean differences between samples. Appendices J and K indicate that some 
differences in evaluation of the behaviors and perception of normative beliefs 
for the MTO exist between the experimental and control groups. These differ- 
ences were on the final questionnaire assessment. It should be recalled that 
no differences on these same measures were found on the pretest ques t ionnai re • 

Despite the fact that the entire training session took less than two 
hours y the intentional changes produced by PLATO were large and persistent. 
This finding is encouraging and is in agreement with Rokeach's (1975)^f indings 
concerning the long term effectiveness of computer based changes in values. 
Since the programs written depended very heavily on the interactive nature of 
a computer based teaching machine, we feel it would have been almost impossible 
to efficiently provide the types of information we did in a different manner. 
Although the behavioral changes could probably have been produced without a 
device such as PLATO, it would have required individual sessions with each CC, 
or if a group approach was to be used, every CC would have to be trained on 
every behavior. The first alternative is more costly in terms of personnel and 
time; the second not only takes more time but also has the disadvantage of re- 
quiring respondents to continually go over material that is irrelevant. This will 
greatly lower the effectiveness of the relevant material. More important, there 
are certain training techniques that require a computer based instructional sys- 
tem. It would have been impossible to provide the instantaneous feedback utilized 
in the evaluation training program without a system involving an on-line computer. 

The PLATO system itself is highly recommended for future use. The graphics 
capability of PLATO make the system uniquely suited for presenting all types 
of material. Programming on the system is relatively easy and this allows for 
corrections and revisions of existing materials to be made on the spot. Tdr 
example, the evaluation training program is based, in part, on th^ relative 
weights the MTO places on the various criteria. There was a change in MTO's 
after programming had been completed but prior to training our first CC's. With 
the flexibility afforded by the PLATO system it was possible for us to quickly 
revise the program to include the weights of the new BfflO. In addition, the new 
SffTO suggested some last minute changes in the wording of some of the intentional 
items comprising the behavior change program. Here too, we were able to quickly 
revise the program. Even though the terminals in San Diego were 2,000 miles 
from the computer itself, the system proved to be highly reliable and stable 
in performance. Thus, although other computer assisted systems may also be 
effective for behavioral change training we feel the use of the PLATO system 
greatly facilitated training. 

The use of a computer assisted system can be justified on other grounds as 
well. The comments of the individuals who participated in the study were favor- 
able concerning their interaction with PLATO. These individuals had some reser- 
vations concerning the usefulness of the training before participation but were 



Rokeach, M. Long-term value change initiated by computer feedback. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1975, 32, 467-476. 
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impressed and appreciative of the opportunity to interact with the computer 
system. Although it is outside the scope of the present contract, it should 
be noted that much of the material presented in the classroom at CC school 
could be presented on the PLATO system. The testing and grading operations 
could also be delegated to a computer system. This type of instruction would 
also benefit the individual company commander in that learning could take place 
at his own pace and that he could avoid the embarrassment of "holding back" the 
class if he was having difficulty comprehending some of the material. However, 
PLATO should not be viewed as a replacement for the instructor in CC school, but 
as a supplemental tool which would free the instructor to perform other tasks 
within the training (e.g., more drill time). 

The availability of a computer assisted system would also make possible 
a review source for the CC to reacquaint himself with certain information. 
This procedure would also increase the effectiveness of such a system in that 
the individual could continually be aware of information important for his 
performance. Repeated opportunities to view such information would make for 
a more effective behavioral change technique. 

Work should also be undertaken to assess the relationship between beha- 
vioral performance and behavioral effectiveness on certain criteria. PLATO is 
effective in changing intentions to perform specific behaviors but these be- 
haviors should be related to criterion performance. Also, one should not assume 
PLATO or any other computer system to automatically be effective change tech- 
niques. The system is only as effective as the software written for it. The 
computer programs must be relevant to the intended purpose of the training and 
validated before their use. 
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Pleaaa answer the follcting questions by filling in the appropriate 
infoxmatioa* 



Rating 




3* Number of years in the Navy 

4* Which state did you grow up in? 



ERLC 



For the following questions, answer by checking the appropriate letter • 

5* What is the population of your hometown? 
h . hOBS than 1,000 

B . 1,001 to 5,000 

C . 5,001 to 20,000 
^D. 20,001 to 50,000 

E> 50;901 to 100,000 
FaOO,001 to 500,000 
G. More than 500,000 

6* What is your educational level? 

A . Grammar school only 

B . Some high school 

C . High school graduate 

D . Junlon college graduate 

E . Some college 

F . College graduate 

7. What is your matital status? 

A . Z have never been married 

B . I am married 

C . I am divorced and not remarried 

D. I am legally separated 
E » Z am a widower 

8* If you are married answer this question, otherwise skip it» 
Ifow does your wife feel about your being in the Navy? 

A . She is happy that Z am in the Navy and proud that Z have chosen 
""^^ it as a career 

B . She is happy Z am in the Navy and would be proud if I did choose 
it as a career 

C > She has no strong feelings about my being in the Navy 

P > She is satisfied that Z am in the Navy now but would not want me 

to make it a career 
B . She is unhappy that I ever Joined the Navy 
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9. What was the si ngle most important reason why you initially joined the Navy? 
A. Career^pportunities .looked better than in civilian life 
"TB. For travel, adventure, new experience 
C. Opportunity for advanced education,' professional, or technical skills 

D. Wanted to fulfill my military obligation at a time and in the service 

""""^ of my choice rather than be drafted 

E. Wanted to serve my country 

F, Interest in the sea, and/or shipboard life 

G. Interest in flying or astronautics 

H, For a position with responsibility and dignity 

" Por a secure position with promotions and favorable retirement 
benefits 

J, Some other reason; State your reason here 



10. What are your current service plans? 

I am not eligible for retirement now and ; 

A. Plan to leave active duty as soon as possible 

B. Undecided about re-enlisting in the Navy 

. c. Plan to re-enlist but not sure about staying until retirement 
"^^^^^ D, Plan to stay until retirement 

I am eli gible for retirement now and ; 

£• Plan to retire with 20 years or less of active service (counting 
constructive time) 

^ F, Plan to retire with more than 20 years but less than 30 years of 

' active service 

G, Plan to retire with 30 or more years of active service (if authorized) 

H. Undecided as to when I wish to retire 



11. If you are a career Petty Officer, or plan to be, what were the reasons for 
your decision? State the one most important reason for your decision. 

A, Limited opportunity to use my skills and abilities in a vocation of 

my choice in the civilian ccminunity 

B. Job security 

C, Promotion opportunity 

D. Retirement benefits and the opportunity to retire after 20 years 

of service 

E, Pay, allowances and fringe benefits (medical, commissaries and 
exchanges, etc.) 

F, Opportunity to travel, including PCS (accompanied tour) in various 
' national and international locations 

G, Opportunity for interesting and challenging assignments 
' H. Belonging to an organization I can be proud of 

"""^ I, Opportunity for additional technical training 

J, Other reason: State your reason here. 



12, How do career opportunities in the Navy compare with those in civilian life, 
considering all factors which are isnportant to you in choosing a career? 
A, Career opportunities in the Navy arc better than in civilian life 

B. Career opportunities in the Navy are the same as in civilian life 

C. Career opportunities in the Navy are worse than in civilian life 
' ' No opinion 

O 46 ^ Mi 

ERIC 47 



NAVTRAI5QUIPCEN 74-.C-0096-1 



13 • Where would you prefer to live? 

A , Among military people on-base 
B> Among military r>:on^o off-base 
C> In the civilian co^unmity 
D> Makes no difference where I live 

NavJ?^^*^^ service plans when you first entered active duty in the 

^ * Intended to make the Navy my career 

B. Was undecided and was waiting to sea how well I would like the 

Navy 

C, Hadn*t thought -about it 
Intended to fulfill my military obligation(s) only 



15. 



Regardless of your present service plans, which one of the followinir 
changes would do the most to make Naval service HiSFe attractive to vou 
as a career? ^ " 

^A. Expand opportunity to use off-duty education programs (Tuition 

Aid, PACE, ASAFI, In-Service-GI Bill, etc.) 

B. Improve living conditions aboard ship 

^^^^ frequent permanent change of station (PCS) moves 

^D. Authorize quarters allowance for bachelors, both ashore and at sea 

Shorten tours of sea duty u «i. 
^F. Provide adequate BEQs (enlisted barracks) and family housing or 

increase housing allowances where adequate government housing 

cannot be provided 

P^Yp allowances, and retirement equity equal to Civil 

Service or industry 
n. improve xeadersnip and supervision 

V """^ influence on choice of geographical location 

J. Provide sea pay ($15 to $115) based on cumulative years (2 to 10 

years) or sea duty 
^^K. Other change: State the change here 



16. What is your present pay grade? 

^A. E-5 

B . E-6 

^C. E-7 

D. E-8 

^E. E-9 . • 

17. What is your present enlistment and/or extension status? 

A . First enlistment 
B> Extension of first enlistment 
,C. Second enlistment 
_ D* Extension of second enlistment 

Third or later enlistment or extension 

18. Do you have a full or part-time civilian Job after duty hours? 

A . No, have no desire to 

B . No, but would like to 

^®®» primarily in order to make ends meet 

P> YeSf for various other reasons 
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19. 1^ shore duty ascignmcnt as a company coiunander waa; 
A , A voluacavy req»..ri. 

^B. The better altoina:lv3 from the choices offered to me 

^C. The only reasonable assignment offered 

D« I was ordered to this assignment 
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On the next two pages wo are going to ask you to rate certain 
aspects of your job on scales with seven intervals such as: 
good bad 
©•sy : : : ^: : : : difficult 

The seven intervals should be interpreted as follows: 

JBAS Y ; : : ; • • DIFFICULT 

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely 

Please place your checkmark in the interval that best describes 
your opinion. For example, if you were asked to* rate "Being stationed in 
San Diego," and you thought it was quite good and slightly difficult then 
you should place your marks as follows: 

BEING STATIONED IN SAN DIEGO 

good : X : : : : : : bad 

e«sy : : ; : X ; : : difficult 



In making your ratings please remember the following points: 

1) Place your checkmarks in the middle of spaces , not on the 

boundariese^ ^ * 

this not this 

: ^ : X : ^ : X 

2) Be sure you fill out every question on the page - do not omit any . 

3) Never put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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BEING A miPAMY CO\&!ANDER 



Good 
Wise 
Beneficial 
Rewarding 
Pleasant 
Intelligent 
Satisfying 
Easy 



Good ^ 
Wise _ 
Beneficial ^ 
Hewaralng ^ 
Pleasant 
Intelligent 
Satisfying 
Easy ^ 

Good 

Wise 

Beneficial 

Rewarding 

Pleasant 
Intelligent 
Satisfying 
Easy 



TRYING TO BRIGA0B 



PUSHING A COMPANY 
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: Bad 

: Foolish 

: Hax-mful 

: Punishing 

:Unpleasant 

zUnintelligent 

:Not satisfying 

Difficult 

: Bad 
: Foolish 
: Harxuful 
^: runi;^hing 
: Unpleasant 
: Unintelligent 
: Not satisfying 
: Difficult 



: Bad 
: Foolish 
: Harmful 
: Punishing 

: Unpleasant 

^ Unintelligent 
J Not Satisfying 
: Difficult 
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TODAY'S NAVY 



Good 
Wise 
Beneficial 
Rewarding 
Pleasant 
Intelligent 
Satisfying 
Baay 



/. Bad 
: Foolish 
Harmful 
: ?unlBhlng 
: Unpleasant 
: Unintelligent 
I Not satisfying 
: Difficult 



NEW RECRUITS 



Good 
Wise 
Beneficial 
Rewarding 
Pleasant 
Intelligent 
Satisfying 
Easy 



s Bud 
: Foolish 
: Harmful 
: Punishing 
: Unpleasant 
3 Unintelligent 
: Not satisfying 
: Difficult 
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The next thing we want to know is whether you personally feel that 
performing each of the stated behaviors is good or bad. Once again, we 
will use a seven interval scale where the intervals should be interpreted 
as follows: 

Qood : : s • • • 

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely 

Thus 9 for example, if you personally feel that performing behavior X 
is extremely good, you should place your checkmark as follows: 

l^rforming behavior X is Good X : \ : y * ' ® 
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1. Asking other Company Commanders for help with disciplinary prcblens is 

good : : : : : : : bad 

2. Immediately firing a recruit petty officer who deliberately abuses his 
authority is good ; : ; : : : : bad 

3. Automatically selecting a ''setback" as my R.CP.O. is 

Kood : ; ; : : : : bad 

4. Telling my company that I expect them to shoot for brigade is 

good ! : : ; ; : bad 

5. Taking away phone privileges as a form of discipline is 

good ; ; : ; ; ; ; bad 

6. Pre-checking all lockers prior to inspection is 

good ; : ; ; ; : : bad 

7. Being ahead of schedule in teaching the I,G. lessons is 

good : : ; ; ; . ; : bad 

8. Allowing other Company Commanders to inspect my company during primary 
training is good : ; ; ; : : : bad 

9. Asking other Company Commanders to inspect my company during primary 
training is good ; ; : ; ; ; : bad 

10. Selecting the toughest- looking recruit for my master-at-arms is 

good ; : ; ; ; ; bad 

11. Attending all smokers where one of my recruits is fighting is 

^^^^ * * , „ ' ' ' * 
13. Using "Marching to Georgia'* as a form of discipline is 

^^^^ bad 

13. Punishing the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points in locker 
inspection is good : ; : : : : : bad 

14. Punishing the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points in personal 
inspection is good : : : ; : : : bad 

15. Telling the company to ignore a recruit as a form of discipline is 

good : : : : ; : : bad 

16. Telling my recruits that I don't believe in "setting back*' is 

good ; ; : ; : ; : bad 

17. Faking a beating with a recruit in order to scare the company is 

good : : : ; : : : bad 

18. Allowing my recruit petty officers to give physical training (such as 
push-ups and Jumping Jacks) as a form of discipline is 

good : r ! : : bad 

19. Sacking up a recruit petty officer when he exceeds his authority is 

good : : : : : ; : bad 

20. Asking other Company Commanders to help me teach infantry is 

good : : ! : : : bad 

21. Selecting some recruit officers at R and 0 is 

good bad 



§3 

54 



NAWliAKQUIPCEN 74-C-0095~l 



ft 



22. Using Sunday afternoons for Infantry drill after "crossing the brldgt 
A* good ;^ ; : : bad 

23. Allowing ny company to use "cheating gear" is 

good : : ; ; t : bad 

24. Attending most Instructor-conducted classes is 

good : : : ; : • bad 

25. Allowing my E.P.O. to handle most questions after T.V. classel is 

good ; : ; ; : : : bad 

26. Setting aside a specific time period each week to handle recruit problems 
^» good : : ; ; : bad 

27. Being out of the barracks by 1800 hours after "crossing the bridge" is 

good : : : : : : : bad 

28. Requiring my company to study for their academic tests for at least 
45 minutes a night Is 

good ; ; ! ! bad 

29. Being In the barracks at or before reveille after "crossing the bridge" 
A* good : : ; ; ; : bad 

30. Having more than 2 E.P.O. •s In one company is 

good : : ; ; ; bad 

31. Pre-lnspectlng my company on evaluation days is 

good ; ! g : ; : bad 

32. Telling my company that brigadlnj is not Important is 

good : : : : :^ : bad 

33. Trying to "hide" a recruit who might cost the company points Is 

good ! !^ : , : : bnd 

34. disciplining recruits in front of the whole company is 

good ;_ _ ; ! ; ^ ; ; : bad 

35. learning the last names of every member of my company is 

good : ! ; ! : ; bad 

36. Giving out demerits as a form of discipline is 

good t ; ; ; ; ; ; bad 

37. leaving the company pretty much on Its own during service week Is 

good : : : bad 

3t. Disciplining Individual recruits in private is 

good : t : ; ; ; bad 

39. Having a 10 or 15 minute private talk with each "setback" Is 

good : t : bad 

40. Telling my company to come to me with all their personal problems is 

good : : s t ; t bad 
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We would now like to know whother you believe that certain other 
people think you should or should not perform each behavior. Once, 
again, seven place scales will be used, and the intervals should be 
intrepreted as follows: 



I should 



Z should 



extremely quite slightly don't slightly quite extremely not 
certain certain certain know certain certain certain 

Por example, you might be asked if "Most Battalion Commanders" think 
you should perform behavior X. If you are extremely certain that "most 
battalion commanders" think you should not perform behavior X, then 
jrou would place your checkmark as follows ; 

Most Battalion Commanders Think 
* J : i : J_!JL I should not perform behavior X. 
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Most other Conipaay Commanders I respect think 

I. I should : : : : ' : I should not ask other Company 

ConnanderFTor help with disciplinary problems 

3. I should : : : : : : I should not immediately fire a 

recruit petty^offlcer who deliberately abuses his authority 

3, I should : : : ' • • I should not automatically select 

a "setbacir^arinynSTcTPTo. 

4, 1 should : : : : s s I should not tell my company that 

I expect them to shoot for brigade 

5, I should : : : : : : I should not take away phone 

privilcgeTTs a form of disciplTne 

e. I should : : : : s s I should not pre^check all lockers 

prior to inspection 

T. I should : : : 5 ' • I should not be ahead of schedule 

in teaching^tUe^lTcT lessons 

8. I should : : : : I should not allow recruits to 

finish fights that they start among themselves 

9. I should : : : : ' I should not ask other Company 

Commanders to inspect my company "Suring primary training 

10. I should : : : : : : I should not select the toughest 

looking recruit for my master^at-^arms 

II. I should : : : : ^ ! \ ^ I should not attend all smokers 

where one of my recruits is fich'ting 

12. I should : : t : I should not use "Marching to 

Georgia" as a form of discipline 

13. I should : : : : : : 1 should not punish the whole 

company when 3 recruits have lost points in locker inspection 

14. I should : : : : : : I should not punish the whole 

company when TTecruits have lost points in personal inspection 

15. I should r ; : : ; I should not tell the company 

to Ignore'^iTrecruit as a form of discipline 

16. . I should : : . : : ; - I should hot tell my recruits. 

that I don^ believe in "setting back" 

17. I should : : : \ ; ; I should not fake a beating with 

a recruit^Tn order to scare the company 

It. I should :::::: I should not allow my recruit petty 
officers ToTgive physical traininj^auch as push-ups and Jumping Jacks) 
as a form of discipline 

19. I should : : : : ! I should not back up a recruit 

petty officer when he exceeds his authority 

20. I should : : : :^ ; . I should not ask other Company 

Coomanders to help me teach infantry 

21. I should :::::: I should not select some recruit 
officers iirr"«rand 0 
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Most other Company Coirananders I respect think 

22. I should J J : : * I should not use Sunday afternoons 

lor infantry drill after '^Of^sing the bridge'* 

23. I should ; ; ; ; ! : I should not allow my company to 

use "cheating gear" 

24. I should ; : : ; : I should not attend most instructor 

conducted classes 

25. I should : ; : : : J I should not allow my E.P.O. to 

handle most questions after T.V. classes 

26. I should : : : ; ; : I should not set aside a specific 

time period each week to handle recruit problems 

27. I should : : : ; ; ; I should not be out of the barracks 

by 1800 hours after "crossing^'the bridge" 

28. I should : : : : : : I should not require my company to 

study for their academic tests for at least 45 minutes a night 

29. I should : : : : : J I should not be in the barracks 

at or before reveille after "crossing the bridge" 

30. I should : : : : : : I should not have more than 2 

£ , P. 0, * s in one company 

31. I should : : : : : : I should not pre-lnspect my 

company on evaluation days 

32. I should : : : : : '; I should not tell my company 
that brigading is not important 

33. I should : : : : i ; I should not try to "hide" a 

^recruit who might cost the ccmpary points 

34. I should : ; : : ; I should not discipline recruits 

in front ^^the whole company 

35. I should y : : : : ; I should not learn the last names 

of every member of my company 

36. I should : : : ; ; ; I should not give out demerits 

as a form of discipline 

37. I should : : : ; ; : I should not l^ave the company 

pretty mucK^onrits^wnuring service week 

38. 1 should : : : ; : : I should not discipline individual 

recruits in private 

39. I ;Should : . ; ; ^ ; : ; I should not have a 10 or 15 minute 

private talk with each setback 

40. I should : : : : : ; I should not tell my company to 

come to me with all their personal problems 
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COMPANY COMMANDER/SUPPORT BILLET CVALUATtON 
CP0/P6TTV OFFICER 
11ND-NTC-141« f (KEV. 4-70) 

CfO S€CTKH< 
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t)€SClliPT>ON Of ilLLET 
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COMMENTS 
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EVALUATION 
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NOT 
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A. PERFORMANCE OF DUTY 



1. ENDURANCE 



C. PERSONAL APPEARANCE 



D. CO OPERATIVENESj^ 

E. RELIABILITY 



F. INITIATIVE 



H. POTENTIAL 
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LEADERSHIP" 
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SPEAKING 
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OTHER FACTORS FOR C/C 



N. CO. ORGANIZATION 



0. CO. DISCIPLINE 



r. INFANTRY EVAL. 



Q. BAG EVAL. 



M. ACADEMIC EVAL. 



i. ADMINISTRATIVE 
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RECRUIT SURVEY 

San Uego, California 
1975 



University of Illinois, Champaign, Illinois 
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This survey is belnp conducted as part of a research project concerned 
with recruit training. Pleiise answor the questions that follow ws 
honestly as you can. The results will be used for research purposes only, 
and will not be used for any official rating of you^ your, company, 
or your Company Cowaander. Your Company Commander will not see your • 
answers; the only people to see the answers will be the research team 
at the University of Illinois. 
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Please fill in the information requested: 

Company Number Company Commander* 8 Name 



Today *s Date Day of Training^ 



Are you an RPO? Yes N o 

If yes, which? RCPO HPOl MAA AMAA YN Squad Leader 

Right Guide Guidon Bearer EPO APO LPO 

Are you married? ^Yes ^No 



Age 



Please answer the fallowing by circling the choice which you feel best 

answers the qucstiou; 

What is your educational level? 

(a) granunar school only 

(b) some high school 

(c) high school graduate 

(d) some college 

(e) college graduate 

Why did you join the Navy? Pick only one answer, the most important one. 

(a) for travel and adventure "~ " 

(b) for educational opportunities 

(c) wanted to serve my country 

(d) wan^ted a secure Job 

(f) couldn*t find a good civilian Job 

I think my company is: 

(a) definitely the best atRTC 

(b) one of the best at RTC- 

(c) an above average company at HTC 

(d) an average company at RTC 

(e) a below average company at RTC 

(f) one of the vorst at RTC 

(g) definitely the wor.^t ^t RTC 
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Compared to the othor company commanders, I think my CC is: 

(a) dclinltely the worst CC at RTC 

(b) one of the worst CC 

(c) a below average CC 

(d) an average CC 

(e) an above average CC 

(f) one of the best CC 

(g) definitely the best CC at RTC 

I think the morale of my company is: 

(a) extremely good 

(b) very good 

(c) good 

(d) fair 

(e) bad 

(f ) very bad 

<g) extremely bad 

Does your company commander show an interest in his recruits and their 
problems? 

(a) snows definite interest in his recruits and their proolems 

(b) shows somewhat of an interest in his recruits and their problems 

(c) shows slight interest in his recruits and their problems 

(d) shows no interest in his recruits and their problems 



How do you feel about your company commander? 

(a) I have great respect for hin 

(b) I have respect for him 

(c) I have slight respect for him 

(d) I neither respect nor fear him 

(e) I have a slight fear of him 
ii) I have a fear of him 

(f ) I have a great fear of him 
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We would like to know if your company ccmmandor Performed cort 

For each behavior, place a check mark in the appiu^riate column for 



Did your company commander. 



1, 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

ii: 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 
18. 

19. 
20. 

21.. 
22. 
23. 

24. 

25. 



ask other company comuanders for help with a 
discipline problem 

iir.mediately fire a RPO who exceeded his 
authority 

tell the company that he expected tfce company 
to shoot for brigade 

pre-check lockers prior to an inspection 
try to be ahead o'Z schedule in teaching IG 
lessons 

allow recruits to finish fights tbay started 
among themselves 

ask other company commanders to Inspect the ^ 
company during primary training 
give out demerits as a form of ciscipline 
have a 10 or 15 minute private tslk with 
each setback 

use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline / " 

set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems 
punish the whole company when 3 recruits 
lost points in personal inspection 
tell the compary to ignore a recruit as a 
form of discipline 

tell the company that he didn't believe in 
setting back recruits 

fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company 

allow the RPJ's to give physical training 

(such as push ups) as a form of discipline 

back up a RPO uho exceeded his authority 

ask other comrany commanaers to help 

him teach infantry 

select some .^PO at R and 0 

leave the ccmp^ny pretty much on its own 

during service week 

allow the ccopany to use* cheating gear 
attend most instructor conducted classes 
let the WO handle most questions after 
TV clashes 

punish :he whole company when 3 recruits lost 
points :n locker inspection 
select setback as the RCPO 



Yes 



No Don't Know 
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Did your company comnander ... 

Yes No Don ' t Know 

26. require the company to study for their I I I 
academic tests at least 45 minutes a 

night 

27. discipline recruits In private 

28. have more than two EPO's In the company 

29. pre-lnspect the company on evaluation 

days 

30. try to hide a recruit who might cost 

the company points . 

31. discipline a recruit In front of the 

whole company 

32. learn the last name of every member 

of the company 



ERIC 
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DIRECTIONS: Think of your company commander, 
following words describe him? 


How well 


docs each 


of 


Circle YES if it describes your company 
Circle NO if it does NOT describe your 
Circle ? if you cannot decide. 


commander, 
company commander. 




MY COMPANY COMMANDER 








Asks my advice 


YES 


NO 


■ 


Hard to please 


YES 


NO 


• 


Impolite 


YES 


NO 


? 


Praises good work 


YES 


NO 




Tactful 


yAs 


NO 


7 


Influential 


YES 


NO 


r 


Up-to-date 


YES 


NO 


7 
• 


Doesn't supervise enough 


YES 


NO 


7 
• 


Quick-tempered 


YES 


NO 


7 


Tells me where I stand 


YES 


NO 


7 


Annoying 


YES 


NO 


7 


Stubborn 


YES 


NO 


7 
r 


Knows job well 


YES 


NO 


7 
r 


Bad 


YES 


NO 


7 


Intelligent 


YES 


NO 


7 


Leaves me on my own 


VES 


NO 


7 


Around when needed 


YES 


NO 


7 


Lazy 


YSS 


NO 


7 
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NAVTKAKQU I PCKM 7^1-.C-0095-l 

University of Illinois at Urbana- Champaign 



OEMftTMINT or fSVCHOlOCV • CHAMMICN, lUINOlS 61120 



Company Commander 
Recruit Training Command 
Naval Training Center 
San Diego, California 92133 

« 

Dear Company Commander 

I*d like to take this opportunity to thank you for your cooperation and 
participation in this research project. Needless to say, the project 
could not have been undertaken without your help and willingness to 
participate. 

This is the final questionnaire that we will ask you to complete for 
this project. It is very similar to the questionnaire which you com- 
pleted in earlier times. 

Along with this questionnaire you should have received a pre-addressed 
envelope. After completing the questionnaire, you should insert it into 
the envelope and seal it; this procedure is being undertaken to ensure 
the confidentiality of your responses. Please return the sealed envel- 
ope to LCDR Hearn*s office so that he can keep a record of the individuals 
who have completed the questionnaire. He will then mail all the completed 
questionnaires to me at the University of Illinois. 

Please be sure that you follow the instructions for each section and 
answer each of the questions. 

If you would like any further information on this project, please feel 
free to contact me at the University of Illinois. Again let me thank 
you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 



Jerry L. Cohen 
Assistant Professor 
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Name: 



Company Commander Questionnaire 
RTCy San Diego 
FORM 86 



University of Illinois, Chanpaigni Illinois 
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Oa the next two pages we are going to ask you to rate certain aspects of your Job 
on scales with seven intervals » such as: 

good ; ; ; : : bad 

easy ; ; : ; : : difficult 

The seven intervals should be interpreted as follows: 

EASY : s : : : 5 DIFFICULT 

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely 

Please place your checkmark in the interval that best describes your opinion. For 
example, if you were asked to rate **Being stationed in San Diego" and you thought 
it was quite good and slightly difficult then you should place your marks as fol- 
lows : 

BEING STATIONED IN SAN DIEGO 

good ; X ; ; ; ! ! bad 

easy ; : : X ; ; difficult 

In making your ratings , please remember the following points: 

1) Place your checkmarks in the middle of spaces, not on the boundaries. 

this not this 

: : X : : : X 



2) Be sui'e you fill out every question on the page « do not omit any . 

3) Never put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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BEING A COMPANY COMMANDER 



good 
wise 
beneficial 
rewardinc 
ploasant 
intelligent 
satisfying 
easy 

good 
wise 
beneficial 
rewarding 
pleasant 
intelligent 
satisfying 
easy 



TRYING TO BRIGADE 



bad 

foolish 

harmful 

punishing 

unpleasant 

unintelligent 

not satisfying 

difficult 

bad 

foolish 

ha rmful 

punishin? 

unpleasant 

unintelligent 

not satisfying 

difficult 



PUSHING A COWAin 



ERLC 



good 
wide 
beneficial 
rewarding 
pleasant 
intelligent 
satisfying 
easy 
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bad 

foolish 

harmful 

punishing 

unpleasant 

unintelligent 

not satisfying 

difficult 
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TODAY'S NAVY 



good 
^ wl9e 
beneficial 
rewarding 
pleasant 
intelligent 
satisfying 
easy 



bad 

foolish 

harmful 

punishing 

unpleasant 

unintelligent 

not satisfying 

difficult 



NEW RECRUITS 



gnod 
wise 
beneficial 
rewarding 
pleasant 
Intelligent 
satisfying 
easy 



bad 

foolish 

harmful 

punishing 

unpleasant 

unintelligent 

not satisfying 

difficult 
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The next thing we want to know Is, whether you personally feel 
that performing each of the stated behaviors is good or bad. 
Once again, we will use a seven Interval scale where the 
Intervals should be Interpreted as follows: 

food : : ; : bad 

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely 

Thus, for example, if you personally feel that performing 
behavior X is extremely good, you should place your checkmark 
as follows: 

Performing behavior X is good _X : ; : : : : bad 
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1. Asking other Company Commanders for help with disciplinary problems is 

sood : : I I I • b*d 

2. Immediately firin; a recruit petty officer who deliberately abuses his authority 
Is good ; ; ; t ; : bad 

3. Automatically selecting a "setback" as my R.C.P.O. is 

good ; ; : : s : bad 

4. Telling my company that I expect them to shoot for brigade is 

good ; : : : : • bad 

5. Taking away phone privileges as a fom of discipline is 

good ; : y * • * 

6. Pre-checking all lockers prior ta inspection is 

good ; : : s s : bad 

7. Being ahead of schedule in teaching the I.G. lessons is 

good ; ; : : : : ^ bad 

8. Allowing other Company Commanders to inspect my company during primary training 
is good : : : : : • bad 

Asking other Company Commanders to inspect my company during primary training 
is good : : : : : • 

10. Selecting the toughest-looking recruit for my master-at-arms is 

good : : • • • • bad 

11. Working harder with set-backs than with other recruits is 

good ; : : s • • bad 

12. Using "Marching to Georgia" as a form of discipline is 

good ; ; ; ; : : bad 

13. Punishing the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points in locker inspec- 
tion is good : : • • • • bad 

14. Punishing the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points in personal 
inspection is good : s • > * » bad 

16. Telling the company to ignore a recruit as a form of discipline is 

good ; ; : : s s bad 

16. Telling my recruits that I don't believe in "setting back" is 

good : ; : s s : bad 

17. Faking a beating with a recruit in order to scare the company is 

good : : : : : • bad 

18. Allowing my recruit petty officers to give physical training (such as push-ups 
and jumping Jacks) as a form of discipline is 

good ; : • _ • • • bad 

16. Backing up a recruit petty officer when he exceeds his authority is 

good bad 

20. Asking other Company Commanders to help me teach infantry is 

good ; : : : : : bad 

21. Selecting some recruit officers at R and 0 is 

good : : : s s : bad 
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22. Using Sunday afternoons for infantry drill after "crossing the bridge" is 

8ood : : ; : . bad 

23. Allowing my conpany to use "cheating gear" is 

Rood : : : :^ bad 

24. Attending most instructor-conducted classes is 

sood ; ; : : : ; bad 

25. Allowing my B.P.O. to handle most questions after T.V. classes is 

Rood ; ; : : : ; bad 

26. Setting aside a specific time period each week to handle recruit problems is 

Sood : : : ; . . bad 

27. Being out of the barracks by 1800 hours after "crossing the bridge" is 

Rood : : : ; ; : bad 

rr;j!i;^"^ ''^"P"^ *° ac»de»ic tests for at least 45 minutes 

at night is good ; ; : . : : bad 

29. Being in the barracks at or before reveille after "crossing the bridge" is 

Sood : : : . . . bad 

30. Having more than two E.P.O.s in one company is 

6ood : : . . . ^. ^ bad 

31. Pre-inspecting my company on evaluation days is 

sood : : : . . . bad 

32. Telling my comnany that brigading Ip not important is 

' •' : : : : bad 

33. Trying to "hide" a recruit who might cost the company points is 

Sood : : ; ; . ; . bad 

34. Disciplining recruits in front of the whole company is 

eood ; ; : : : ^: bad 

35. Learning the last names of every member of my company is 

eood ; ; : :^ : bad 

36. Giving out demerits as a form of discipline Is 

eood : : : ; ; ; bad 

37. Leaving the company pretty much on Its own during service week Is 

eood : : : ; ; bad 

38. Disciplining Individual recruits in private is 

eood : ; ; : ; . bad 

39. Having a 10 or 15 minute private talk with each "setback" is 

eood : : : ; . . bad 

40. Tilling my company to come to me with all their personal problems is 

eood _: : : : : : bad 
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On the next four pages we're going to ask you about your past 
performance of, and future intentions concerningi a set of 
behaviors that Company Commanders may or may not engage in. 
That is, first we will ask you whether you have or have not 
performed each behavior (in the past) and then we will ask you 
if you intend to perform the behavior with your next company . 
For these latter Judgments you will use the following seven- 
place scale: 

I intend to : : : : ; ; I do not intend to perform 

Behavior X. 

The seven intervals should be interpreted as follows: 

intend to ; : : . . I 

extremely quite slightly don't slightly quite extremely /intend to 
certain certain certain know certain certain certain 

For example, if you are quite certain th%t you do not intend to 
perform behavior X with your next company, you should place 
your mark as follows: 

I intend to ^: : : : ; x : I do not intend to perform 

Behavior X. 

Again, please remember to: 

1) Place your checkmarks in the middle of 8paces--»not on the boundaries, 
this 

this 

: X : : : : X 



2) Be sure you fill out every question on the page ^^dq not omit any. 

3) Never put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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have have not 



I. I asked other Company Commanders for help with disciplinary 

problems 

^* ^ — — — iJwoediately fired a recruit petty officer who deliberately 

abused his authority 

3. I ^^^^^^^^ automatically selected a "setback" as my R.C.P.O. 

^* ^ — — told my company that I expect them to shoot for brigade 

5. I taken away phone privileges as a form of discipline 

^* ^ — _ — — — . pre-checked all lockers prior to inspection 

?• I been ahead of schedulu in teaching the I.G. lessons 

8. I ^^^^^^^ allowed recruits to finish fights tlm t they start among 

thesiselves 

^* ^ — — • - asked other Company Commanders to inspect my company during 

primary training . 

^ ' ■ selected the toughest-looking recruit for my master-at-arms 

II. I worked harder with set-backs than other recruits 

^ used "Marching to Georgia" as a form of discipline 

^ — — — . punished the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points 

in locker inspection 

^ — — punished the whole company when 3 recruits have lost points 

in personal inspection 

15. I . told the company to ignore a recruit as a form of discipline 

^ . told my recruits that I don*t believe in "setting back** 

17. I ^ai«ed a beating with a recruit in order to scare the company 

18* 1 ■ allowed my recruit petty officers to give physical training 

(such as push-ups and Jumping Jacks) as a form of discipline 

19. I backed up a recruit petty officer when he exceeded his 

authority 

20. 1 asked other Company Commanders to help me teach infantry 

^ ' selected some recruit officers at R and 0, 

^ — ^ used Sunday afternoons for infantry drill after "crossing the 

bridge" 
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have havr not 



23. I . allowod iny company to use "cheating gear" 

24. I attended rtiost instructor-conducted classes 

25. I ollowed my E.P.O. to handle most questions after T.V. classes 

26. I aside a specific time period each week to handle recruit 

problems 

27. 1 been out of the barracks by 1800 hours after "crossing the 

bridge" 

28. I required my company to study for their academic tests for at 

least 45 minutes a night 

^ — — — — — been in the barracks at or before reveille after "crossing 

the bridge" 

30. I ■ had more than two E.P.O.s in one company 

^ . pre-ihspected my company on evaluation days 

^ — — — told my company that brigading was not important 

^ . .......^ tried to "hide" a recruit who might cost the coirpany points 

^ . disuxpixueu recruics xn xront of the whole company 

^ .-.-^ learned the lasv riames of every member of my company 

^ . — . given out demerits as a form of discipline 

^ ' left the company pretty much on its own during service week. 

^ — — . disciplined individual recruits in private 

39. I . bad a 10 or 15 minute private talk with each set-back 

40. I "told my company to come to me with all of their personal 

problems 
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For my next company.... 

1. I Intend to : : : : : : i do not intend to ask other 

Company Commanders for he] p with disciplinary problems 

2. I intend to : : : : • : i do not intend to immediately 

fire a recruit petty officer who deliberately abuses his authority 

3. I intend to : : : ; : j i do not intend to automatically 

select a setback^as my R.C.P.O. 

4. I intend to : ; : : : : I do not intend to tell my com- 
pany that I expect them to shoot for brigade 

5. I intend to : ; ; : : I do not intend to take away 

phone privileges as a form of discipline 

6. I intend to : : • : . : i not intend to pre-check all 

lockers prior to inspection 

7. I intend to : : : : :^ j^^ I do not intend to be ahead of 

schedule in teaching the I.G. lessons 

8. I intend to : • : : : : i do not intend to allow recruits 

to finish fights that they start among themselves 

9. I intend to : ; : j : i do not intend to ask other 

Company Comwan^i^r? to inspect ay ccnpany cluring priiaaiy trairau^ 

10. I intend to : : : : : . I do not intend to select the 

toughest-looking recruit for my mastor-at-arms 

11. I intend to : : : • : : i do not intend to work harder 

with set-bj^cks than with other recruits 

12. I intend to : ^: • • : ^. i do not intend to use "Marching 

to Georgia as a form of discipline 

13. I intend to : : • . : j do not intend to punish the 

whole company when 3 recruit^ have lost points in locker inspection 

14. I intend to : : : ; : . i do not intend to punish the 

whole company when 3 recruits have lost points in personal inspection 

15. I intend to : : :^ • : : i do not intend to tell the 

company to ignore a recruit as a form of discipline 

16. X intend to : ^: : ; . . i do not intend to tell my 

recruits that I doiTt believe in "setHng back" 

17. I Intend to : • : : . ; I do not intend to fake a beating 

with a recruit in order to scare the company ^ 
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For my next company. 

18. I Intend to : : s : : ; 1 do not Intend to alloy my 

recruit petty officers to give physical training (such as push-ups and Jumping 
Jacks) as a form of discipline 

19. I intend to : : : ! ! ! I do not intend to back up a 

recruit petty officer when he exceeds his authority 

20. I intend to : : ; ! ! : I do not Intend to ask other 

Company Commanders to help me teach infantry 

21 • I intend to ; : : : : ! I do not intend to select come 

recruit officers at R and 0 

22. I intend to : : : : : : I do not intend to use Sunday 

afternoons for infantry drill after ''crossing the bridge" 

23. I intend to ; : : t : : : I' do not intend to allow my 

company to use "cheating geax'" 

24. I intend to : ; : ; ; I do not intend to attend most 

instructor-conducted classes 

25. I intend to : i ! > r : : I do not intend to allow my 

E.P.O. to handle most questions after T.V. classes 

26. I intend to ; : : : : ; I do not intend to set aside a 

speciiic xime period each week to handle recruit problems 

27. I intend to : : : i : : I do not intend to be out of the 

barracks by 1800 hours after ''crossing the bridge** 

28s I intend to : : : : : : I do not intend to require my 

company to study for their academic tests for at least 45 minutes a night 

29. I intend to ! : i ! ; ; I do not intend to be in the 

barracks at or before reveille after "crossing the bridge** 

30. I intend to : : : : : : I do not Intend to have more than 

2 E.P.O.s in one company 

31. I intend to : r : : ! ! I do not intend to pre-inspect wy 

company on evaluation days 

32. I Intend to :^ : ! : ! ; X do not intend to tell my cooh 

pany that brigading is not important 

33. I intend to : : : : : : I do not intend to try to **hide*' 



a recruit who might cost the company points 

34. I Intend to i : : : : ; I do not intend to discipline ^ 

recruits in front of the whole company 

35, I intend to : : ; : : ; I do not intend to learn the last 

* names of every member of my company 
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For ny next conpany . • • • 

36. 1 intend to : : : : : : i do not intend to give out 

demerits as a form of discipline 

37. I intend to :^ : : • : : ^ i do not intend to leave the 

company pretty much on its own during service week. 

38. I intend co : : : : : i do not intend to discipline 

individual recruits in private 

39. I intend to : : : • : i do not intend to have a 10 or 

15 minute private talk with each setback 

40. I intend to : : : : : ^ i do not intend to tell my com- 
pany to come to me with all of their personal problems. 
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Wa would now like to know whether you believe that certain other people 
(other Company Coirananders and the MTO) think you should or should not 
perform each behavior. Once again, seven-place scales will be used, and 
the Intervals should be interpreted as follows: 

I should ; ! ; ; I should not 

extremely quite slightly don't slightly quite extremely 
certain certain certain know certain certain certain 

For example 9 you might be asked If "Most Battalion Commanders" think you 
should perform behavior X, If you are extremely certain that "most battalion 
commanders'* think you should not perform behavior then you would place 
your checkmark as follows: 

Most Battalion Commanders think: 

I should : : : : : : X I should not perform behavior X, 
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Most othor Company Commanders I respect think.,.. 

!• 1 should ! ; : : : I should not ask other Company 

Commanders for help with discTplinary problems 

2. I should : : : : : : I should not immediately fire o 

recruit petty officer who deliberately abuses his authority 

3« I should : : : ! ; I should not automatically select 

a "setback" as my R.C.P.O. 

4. I should : : : ^ should not tell my company that 

I expect them to shoot for brigade 

5. I should : : : : ! : I should not take away phone pri- 
vileges as a form of discipline 

6, I should ; : ; ; : : I sljiculd not pre-check all lockers 

prior to inspection 

7, I should : : : : ; ; I should not be ahe^d of schedule 

in teaching the I.G. lessons 

8, I should : ! : ! ; ! I should not allow recruits to 

finish fights that they start among themselves 

9. I should : : ; ! : T should not ask other Company 

Cosmtandcrs to inspect luy company during primary training 

10, I should : : ; ! ! : I should not seloct the toughest- 
looking recruit for my master-at-arms 

11. I should : :^ : ! ! I should not work harder with 

set-backs than with other recruits 

la. I should i ; ! ! ; I should not use "Uarching to 

Georgia** as a xora of discipline 

13. I should : : : • : • l should not punish the whole 

company when 3 recruits have lost points in locker inspection 

14. X should : : ; ! : ; I should not punish the whole 

company when 3 recruits have lost points in personal inspection 

15. I should : ! ! : ; ; I should not tell the company to 

ignore a recruit as^'^a form of discipline 

16. I should : ! ; ! : : I should not tell my recruits 

that I don't believe in ''l^etting baSc" 

17. I should : :^ : :^ : I should not fake a beating with 

a recruit in order to scare the company 

18. I should ! : ; ; g r I should not allow my recruit 
petty officers to give physical training (such as push-ups and Jumping Jacks) 

. as 8 form of discipline ^ 
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Most other Coinpa.Ay Coirinanders I respect think..,. 

19. 1 should : : : : • ^ ^'^^^ ^ """" 

petty olficer when he exceeds his authority 

20. 1 should : : ' • I should not ask other Company 

CommanderTTo help me teach infantry 

21. I should : : J : : : I '^^^ '^^^^^^ ^"'"^'^ recruit 

officers at R and 0 

22. I should : : : : • • ^ should not use Sunday afternoons 

for infantiT'driTr after "crossing the bridge" 

23. I should : : \ : _s ^ should not allow my company to 

use "cheating g:ear" 

24. I should : : : ; t I should not attend most instructor 

conducted* classes 

25. I should : : : : : - I should not allow my E.P.O. to 

handle most questions after T.V. classes 

26. I Should : :; : : : • ^ "^"^ • specific,^^ 

time period each week to handle recruit problems 

27* I should : : : : ' * ^ should not be cut of the barmclw 

by 1800 hours after "crossing the bridge 

28. I should : : i 2 s ' I should not require my company to 

study for"TheiTacademic tests for at least 45 minutes a night 

29. I should : I : : • I should not be in the barracks at 

or before reveille after "crossing the bridge" 

30. I should : : : : \ ' I should not haye more than two 

B.P.O.s in one company 

31. I should : : : : : • ^ should not pre-inspect my company 

on evaluation days 

32. I should : ; ; : : 1 should not tell my company that 

brigading is not important 

33. I should : :_: : I s»»o"^^ ■ 

recruit who might cost the company points 

34. I should : : : : : • * should not discipline recruits 

in front of the whole company 

35. I should ^: : : : : ^ should not learn the last names 

of every member of my company 

36. I should : : s ^? I ^'^^ demerits as 

a form of discipline 
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Most other Company Comnandors I respect think.... 

IrltTL^k-Tts'-S^kHZ^^^^ leave the company • 

39. I should : : j . . . j ghouid not have a 10 or 15 

minute private talk with^ach^^back v« . xu or 15 

rir ' • • •— • ^ no* tell my company to 

come to me with all their personainprobleSs «oopany r« 
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The Military Training Officer thinks. 



1, I should 



I should not ask other Company 



2. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



Commander77or*help^Td^h disciplinary problems 

I should : : : : ' • * immediately fire a 

recruit petty ^ffic^HIhrdeliberately abuses his authority 



I should : : : 

a ''setback" as my R,C,P.O, 

I should : : • 

I expect them to brigade 

I should : ! 

vi leges as a form of discipline 

I should : : 

prior to inspection 

i should : : • ' 

in teaching the I»G. lessons 



I should not automatically select 
I should not tell my company that 
I should not take away phone l>ri- 



8. I should 



I should not pre-check all lockers 
I should not be ahead of schedule 
I should not allow recruits to 



finish fights .that they start among themselves 



10. 

11. 

12. 
13. 
14. 



ConunanderTto Tnspecniiy company duriiis primary training 



I should not select the toughest- 
I should not work harder with 
I should not use "Marching to 



I should : : : : •* 

looking recruit for my master-at-arms 

I should : •* «_„ * 

setbacks than 'with other recruits 

I should : : •* •* ' ' 

Georgia" as a form of discipline 

I should : : •* - ' ' ^ should not punish the whole 

company vhS^'k^rTIta'tS^ lost points in locker inspection 

I should : : s ; I should not punlSh the whole 

company wheTsn^cr^Its hS^ lost points in personal inspection 



15. I should : : : '• 

Ignore a recruit as a form of discipline 

16. I should ; : '• •* • 

that I don't believe in setting back 

17 i I should : : i '• •* 

a recruit in order to scare the company 



I should not tell the company to 
I should not tell my recruits 
I should not fike a beating with' 
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The fcUlitary Training Officer thinks.... 

18. I should : : : : : : I should not allow my recruit 

petty officers to give physical training (such as push-ups and Jumping Jacks) 
as a form of discipline 

19. I should ; : ; ; ; ; I should not back up a recruit 

petty officer when he exceeds his authority 

20. 1 should : : : : ; ; I should not ask other Company 

Commanders to help me teach infantry 

21. I should : : : ; ; ; I should not select some recruit 

officers at R and O 

22. I should : ; ' „ ' v ' ' should not use Sunday afternoons 
for infantry drill after "crossing the bridge" 

23. I should I should not allow my company to 
use **cheating gear'' 

24. I should : ; ; ; ; ; I should not attend most instruct 
tor-conducted classes 

25. I should : : : : ; i should not allow my E.P.O. to 

handle most questions after T.V. classes 

26. I should : : ; : ^ I should not set aside a specific 

time period each week to handle recxiiit problems 

27. I should : :^ : i : i should not be out of the bar- 
racks by 1800 hours after '^crossing the bridge" 

28. I should ; ; ; ; ; ; I should not require my company 
to study for their academic tests for at least 45 minutes a night 

29. I should : :^ : ; ; ; I should not be in the barracks 

at or before reveille after ''crossing the bridge" 

30. I should ; ; ; ; I should not have more than two 

B«P.0.8 in one company 

31. I should ; ; ; ; ; ; I should not pre-inspect my 
company on evaluation days 

32. I should : : : ; ; ; ^ I should not tell iriy company 

that brigading is not Important 

33. I should : : : : : : i should not try to "hide" a 

recruit who might cost the company points 



34. I should : ; : : ; ; • I should not discipline recruits 

in front of the whole company 

• ' - ■ ■ - 
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The Military Training Officer thinks.*.. 

35, I should : : : • * : I should not learn the last names 

of every member of my company 

36. I should : : : : * ^ should not give out demerits as 

a form of discipline 

37, 1 should : : : ' ; : I should not leave the company 

pretty muclTonTts ora^during service week 

38. 1 should : : : : ' • ^ should not discipline individual 

recruits in private 

39. I should : : : : : : I should not have a 10 or 15 

minute private talk with each setback 

40, I should : : : : : : I should not tell my company to 

come to me with all their personal problems 
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In this final part of the questionnaire we are going 
to ask you for your opinions about various aspects o 
your Job and recruit training in general. Please 
indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following questions by checking the 
appropriate answer. 
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND t VALUES FOR THE PRE-TRAINING 
MEASURES OF THE BEHAVIORAL EVALUATIONS 
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TABLE G-1. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND t VALUES FOR THE 
PRE-TiiAINING MEASURES OF THE BEHAVIORAL EVALUATIONS 



Control 



Exp. 



X SD X SD 



1. Ask other company conunandcrs for help with a 
discipline problem. 


5.53 


1.17 


5*00 


1.91 


2. Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


5.74 


1.48 


5.53 


2.06 


3. Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


5.37 


1.21 


5.89 


1.45 


4. Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


5.26 


1.63 


4.84 


1.42 


5. Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
' IG lessons. 


5.89 


1.37 


5.74 


1.91 


6. Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


6.53 


.70 


6.42 


.96 


7, Ask enothor company commander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


G.63 




b.Y4 


.73 


8*^ Give out demerits as a form of discipline. 


6.05 


.78 


6.16 


.96 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


6.32 


.75 


6.63 


.50 


10. Use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


3.53 


1.84 


3.37 


1.95 


11. Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


4.89 


1.85 


5.47 


1.90 


12. Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


2.95 


1.65 


2.26 


1.85 


13. Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


1.79 


1.27 


2.10 


1.79 


14. Tell my recruits that I don*t believe in 
"setting back." 


2.63 


1.67 


2.05 


1.31 


15. Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scmre the company. 


3.16 


1.77 


3.11 


2.00 



t 

1.02 
.36 

1.21 
.85 
.29 
.39 



.49 



.37 



1.53 



.26 



.95 



1.20 



.63 



1.19 



.09 



ERIC 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 

not be performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE G-l. MEANS, STANDAIiD DEVIATION, AND t VALUKS FOR Tllll 
niE-TlUINING MEASURES OF THE DKILWIOIIAL EVALUATIONS (coiit.) 



Control 



SD 



Exp, 
X SD 



16. Allow my recruit potty officers to give 

physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


1.26 


.73 


1.26 


.73 


17. Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 


2.53 


1.50 


2.68 


1.95 


18. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


5.05 


1.58 


5.37 


l.]2 


19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0.. 


4.58 


1.12 


5.11 


1.56 


20. Leave the company pretty much on its own 

outing ocXVXl*t; WI:7Ctj\ . 


3.79 


1.72 


3.84 


1.80 


21. Allow my company to use ''cheating gear.'* 


3.32 


1157 


2.89 


1.82 


22. Attend most Instructor-conducted classes. 


5.42 


1.17 


5.89 


1.56 


23m Allow my . EPO to handle most questions 


3.63 


.1.38 


3.74 


li45 

1 

1 J 


— 1 

9Am Punish v^hole conp::ny when 3 recruits 
xooc? |/oxnwo xn xo(*ivex xnopeu bxon. 


1 

3.00 


1.60 


2.63 


! 

2.14 


25. Automatically select a setback as my HCPO. 


2.63 


1.38 


2.47 


1.35 


26. Require my company to study for their academic 

%e£^wo Bw X cao W *Xi^ JILXUUbes it nXgiilt. 


6.47 


.84 


6.42 


1.02 


27. I>iscipline individual recruits in private. 


5.11 


1.88 


4.68 


1.95 


28. Have more than two EPOs in one canpany. 


6.05 


1.08 


6.00 


1.15 


29. Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


5.68 


1.60 


6.00 


1.20 


30. Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


2.58 


1.43 


1.95 


1.35 


31. Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company. 


4.53 


1.81 


5.00 


1.70 


32. Learn the last name of every member of my 

company. | 


5.95 


1.03 


6.47 


.84 



0.0 
.28 
.71 

1.19 
.09 
.76 

1.06 
.23 

.60 
.36 

.17 

.68 

.15 

.69 

1.40 

.83 
1.73 



ERIC 



Note: Scale scored l=extreinely bad, 4=neither good nor bad, and 7=extreinely good 
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Appendix H 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t VALUES FOR THE PRE-TRAINING 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE NORMATIVE BELIEFS OF OTHER RESPECTED CC 
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TABLE H-1. N'ANS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS. AND t VALUES FOR THE PRE-TRAINING 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE NORMATIVE BELIEFS OF OTHER RESPECTED CC 

Control Exp. 



X SU X SD I 



1. 


Ask other company coimnandors for help with a 
discipline problem. 


5.00 


1 .97 


4.53 


. ■ ■ ■ ■ 1 
1 .61 


• 81 


2. 


lEunediatoly fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


5.68 


1 .73 


5 . 47 


1 .90 


.36 


3. 


Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


5.11 


1.76 


5.21 


1 . 81 


• 18 


4. 


Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


5.74 


1.09 


5.16 


1.68 


1.26 


5. 


Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons. 


c on 


1 .04 


b .05 


X .Oo 


.47 


6. 


Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


O 11 
^ . IX 


1 7#? 


O HQ 


X . ox 


in 


7. 


Ask another company commander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


O . O r 




D . OO 


SiA 


. uo 


8. 


Give ou«; demerits as a form of discipline. 


9 . OO 




f; 1 A 




1 49 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


S 7Q 

«J « # 








Q7 


10. 


Use "Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
disc_^5line. 


1 74 

Omit 


1 Q4 




1 7S 




11. 


Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


4.95 


1.93 


5.21 


1.84 


.43 


12. 


Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection. 


2.79 


1.75 


2.74 


1.82 


.09 


13. 


Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


2.42 


1.74 


2.37 


1.83 


.09 


14. 


Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


2.58 


2.01 


2.94 


2.09 


.35 


15. 


Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


2.95 


2.17 


3.21 


1.87 


• 40 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 
not be performed. All other brr^haviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE H-1. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND 1 VALUES FOR THE PRK-TR.\INI NG 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE NORMATIVE BELIEFS OF OTHER RESPECTED CC 

(cont.) CQUtrol Exp. 



X SD X SD t 



16. 


Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


2.10 


1.79 


1.89 


1.33 


.41 


17. 


Dack up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


3.00 


1 .76 . 


3.00 






18. 


Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


5.37 


1.80 


5.53 


1.07 


.33 


19. 


Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


4.68 


1.53 


5.05 


1.58 


.73 


20. 


Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


4.21 


1.27 


4.32 


1.80 


.21 


21. 


Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 


4.21 


1.40 


3.32 


2.08 


1.55 


22. 


Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


5.32 


1.42 


5.11 


1.37 


.47 


23. 


Allow my SPG . to handle most questions 


4.5B 


T.39 








7A. 


Punish my wbolo oornpany rhen 3 recruits 
lose points In locker inspection. 


2.84 


1.71 


3.21 


2.10 


.59 


25. 


Automatically select a setback as my ACPO 


2.2:1 


1.47 


2.74 


1.63 


1.04 


26. 


Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


6.53 


.77 


6.42 


.90 


• 39 


27. 


Discipline individual recruits in private. 


4.58 


1.84 


4.74 


1.59 


.28 


- 28. 


Have more than two EPOs in one canpany. 


5.53 


1.39 


5.00 


1.60 


1.08 


29. 


Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


5.84 


1.38 


5.58 


1.17 


.63 


30. 


Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


2.68 


1.94 


2.79 


1.54 


.18 


31. 


Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company . 


4.63 


1.86 


4.63 


1.46 


:.00 


32. 


Learn the last name of every member of ray 
company . 


5.79 


1.23 


5.95 


.97 


.44 



*Note: Scales scored l^should not, 4sdon*t know, and 7«should perform the behavior 
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IIEANJ AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR TWO GROUPS ON 
FEEDER EVALUATION AT GRADUATION OF CC SCHOOL 
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TABLE I-l. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR TWO GROUPS ON 
FEEDER EVALUATION AT GRADUATION OF CC SCHOOL 







Control 


Experimental 






Mean 


sp 


Mean 


SD 


1. 


Performance of Duty 


9.63 


.80 


9,57 


1.04 


2. 


Endurance 


9.63 


.80 


9.78 


1.00 


3. 


Personal Appearance* 


10.15 


.98 


9.31 


1.21 


4. 


Cooperativeness 


10.05- 


> 1.04 


9.57 


1.31 


5. 


Reliability 


9.68 


1.07 


9.73 


1.16 


6. 


Initiative 


9.36 


.98 


9.47 


1.46 


7. 


Conduct 


9.94 


1.04 


9.63 


1.30 


8. 


Potential 


9.63 


.92 


9.78 


1.00 


9. 


Resourcefulness 


1.00 


0 


1.00 


0 


10. 


Leadership: Directing 


9.05 


1.09 


9.26 


1.24 


11. 


Leadership: Counseling 


1.00 


0 


1.00 


0 


12. 


Writing 


9.52 


1.04 


9.15 


1.30 


13. 


Speaking 


9.31 


.97 


9.05 


1.19 


14. 


Co. Organization 


1.00 


0 


1.00 


0 


15. 


Co. Discipline 


1.00 


0 


1.00 


0 


16. 


Infantry Eval. 


9.68 


.92 


9.84 


1.03 


17. 


Bag Eval. 


10.05 


.99 


9.84 


1.18 


18. 


Academic Eval. 


9.47 


.99 


9.52 


1.14 


19. 


Administrative 


7.10 


3.74 


7.68 


3.62 


20. 


Overall Eval. 


9.42 


.93 


9.57 


1.22 



*t=2.35, df=:36, p=.024 
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Appendix J 

Hr^AN EVALUATION OF EACH BEHAVIORAL ITEM 
ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GROUP 
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TABLE j^l. MEAN EVALUATION OF EACH BEILAVIOIUL ITEM 
ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GROUP 



Con- 

Exp. trol t 



!• Ask other company commanders for help with a. 
di2scipline problem. 


4.92 


4.50 






.56 


2« Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


6.08 


6.14 




.11 


3. Tell my company I expect them to shoot for 
brigade. 


4.83 


5.07 




.28 


4. Precheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


5.83 


4.43 




1.87* 


5. Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons. 


4.75 


6.14 




2.07* 


o. Allow recruxts to finish fights they start 
among themselves. 


6.17 


5.86 




.65 


7. Ask another company commander to inspect 
my company during primary training. 


O. Vtf 


u. 93 




i . b^?'^ 


8. Give out demerits as a^ form of discipline. 


6.00 


6.36 




.92 


9. To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


6.75 


6.14 




1.61 


ID. Use Marching through Georgia as & form of 
discipline. 


2.17 


2.64 




.76 


tc handle recruit problems. 


5.00 


5.00 




0 


12. Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose \ 
points in personal inspection. 


1.92 
• 


2.64 




t 

1.25 


13. Tell my company to ignore a recxitit as a form 
of discipline. 


1.75 


2.29 




.91 


14. Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back." 


2.33 


2.64 




.40 


IS. Fake a beating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


1.83 


2.50 




1.12 



Note: Underlined item identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 



not be perfo.med. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLE MEAN EVALUATION OF EACH BEHAVIOIIAL ITEM 

ON FIN.AL QUESTIONNAIIIE BY GKOUP (cont.) 





»xp. 


I. roi 


t 


16. Allow my recruit petty officers to give 
physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
form of discipline. 


2.17 


1.93 




.42 


17, Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


3.00 


2.93 




.11 


18. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


6.08 


5.00 




1.85* 


19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


5.67 


5.21 




.86 


20 • Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


3.00 


4.21 




1.89* 


21. Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 


2.42 


2.79 




.50 


22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


5.67 


4.64 




1.71* 


23. Allow My EPO - to handle most questions 
after TV classes. 


3.17 


3.93 




1.20 


24. Punish mv whole companv when 3 recruit*? 
' lose points in locker inspection. 


2.17 


2.43 




— i 

.42 


25. Automatically select a setback as my RCPO, 


2.00 


2.00 




0 


26. Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


7.00 


6.78 




1.74* 


27. Discipline individual recruits in private. 


6.25 


5.57 




1.13 


28. Have more than two EPOe in one canpany. 


6.67 


6.43 




.63 


29. Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


6.08 


5.36 




1.13 


30. Try to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


2.17 


2.86 




1.05 


31. Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
\ company. 


4.17 


4.79 




.50 


32. Learn the last name of every member of my 
compat^^. 


6.75 


6.43 




.95 



♦ p^.05 

Note: Sc»l®s were scored Isnegative evaluation and 7s=positive evaluation 
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Appendix K 

MEAN PERCEPTION OF NORMATIVE BELIEFS FOR THE 
irro ON FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GROUP 
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TABLE K^l. MKAN PEKCDl'TION OK NOiJMATIVE BELIEFS FOH THE 
OTO OiN FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE BY GROUP 

Con- 





Exp. 


trol 


t 


1. 


Ask other company corrwanders for help with a 
discipline problem. 


4.75 


4.57 




.21 


2. 


Immediately fire a recruit petty officer who 
deliberately abuses his authority. 


6.00 


5.64 




.51 


3. 


Tell ir.y company I expect them to- shoot for 
brigade. 


5.58 


5.57 




.02 


4. 


Prccheck lockers prior to an inspection. 


5.17 


4.71 




.52 


5. 


Try to be ahead of schedule in teaching 
IG lessons. 


3.58 


0 . OQ 




2.91' 


6. 


Allow recruits to finish fights they start 
among thenselvos. 


1.08 






1.82 = 


7. 


Ask apotbpr oornnnriy ror'ma«'^'?r to 1 r^^pc'^t 
ray company during primary training. 


6.00 


5.21 




1.35 


8« 


Give out demerits as a form of discipline. 


6.75 


6.29 




1.15 


9. 


To have a 10 or 15 minute private talk with 
each setback. 


6.75 


5.86 




2.10' 


10. 


Use ''Marching through Georgia" as a form of 
discipline. 


1.00 


1.36 




1.33 


11. 


Set aside a specific time period each week 
to handle recruit problems. 


5.92 


6.00 




,17 


12, 


Punish my whole company when 3 recruits lose 
points in personal inspection^ 


1.42 


2.29 




1,98' 


13. 


Tell my company to ignore a recruit as a form 
of discipline. 


1.50 


2.07 




.93 


14. 


Tell my recruits that I don't believe in 
"setting back," 


2.67 


1.50 




1.66 


15. 


Fake a boating with a recruit in order to 
scare the company. 


1.17 


1.86 




1.53 



Note: Underlined. it em identification numbers indicate that the behavior should 
not b-* performed. All other behaviors are expected to be performed. 
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TABLK K-X. AUiAN PKIICEII'ION OF NORMATXVK IJIJLIICKS VOW THK 
MTO ON FINAL QUKSTIONNAIKE nv GiiOUP (com.) ^.^^^ 

Exp. trol t 



16. Allow my recruit potty officers to Rive 

physical training (such as push-ups) as a 
fonn of discipline. 


1.00 


1.50 




1.34 


17. Back up a recruit petty officer when he has 
exceeded his authority. 


2.00 


2.64 




.92 


18. Ask other CC to help teach infantry. 


6.00 


4.36 




2.36^ 


19. Select some recruit officers at R and 0. 


4.92 


4.57 




.50 


20. Leave the company pretty much on its own 
during service week. 


2.50 


3.50 




1.39 


21. Allow my company to use "cheating gear." 


1.25 


1.50 




.74 


22. Attend most instructor-conducted classes. 


6.17 


5.36 




1.66 


23. Allow my KPO . to handle most questions 
ftfter TV clashes. 


2.92 


2.79 




.17 


;S4. Mjnish iny whole comoany when 3 recruits 
lose points in locker inspection. 


1.58 


2.28 




1 

1.39 


25. Automatically select a setback as my KCPO. 


2.67 


2.21 




.63 


26* Require my company to study for their academic 
tests at least 45 minutes a night. 


7.00 


6.36 




1.92* 


27. Discipline individual recruits in private. 


6.17 


5.07 




1.88^^ 


28. Have more than two £POs in one canpany. 


5.60 


5.28 




2.02* 


29m Pre-inspect my company on evaluation days. 


5.50 


5.21 




.36 


30. Try^ to "hide" a recruit who might cost the 
company points. 


1.25 


1.64 




1.11 


31. Discipline a recruit in front of the whole 
company. 


2.83 


2.86 




.03 


32. Learn the last name of every member of my 
company. 


7.00 


6.43 




1.70* 

t 



• p <.05 

• P'^.Ol Note: Scales were scored l=should not and 7=should perform the behavior 
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